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LONDON, MAY 20, 1876. 








CURRENT TOPICS. 


Some PAINFUL anxiety having been felt lest the 
official referees should have been prematurely wearing 
out their energies while serving their country without 
the certainty of salary or reward, we are glad to be able 
to calm these apprehensions. Having made minute 
inquiries, we believe it to be the fact that the number of 
cases sent to the four official referees since the Ist of 
April does not exceed twenty, and as it is known that a 
very large proportion of these were special references 
to Mr. Dowdeswell, it would appear that not more than 
two or three cases have been allotted to each of the other 
referees. 





WE REFERRED some time ago to the question of 
whether the intention of the Judicature Acts is that 
jury cases shall be tried in the Chancery Division. We 
believe that the question at issue between the learned 
judges of that division and certain learned judges of the 
common law divisions has not yet received a solution, 
the cases in which it might have arisen having hitherto 
gone off by reason of the i to settle 
issues. There is little doubt that when the question 
does arise it will be referred to the decision of the Court 


of Appeal. 





Arter criticising the decision in the case of Dawson 
v. Fitzgerald (18 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 299), in terms 
which, on looking back upon them, we cannot think 
too strong, we ventured to express an opinion that it could 
hardly fail of being appealed against. Events for some 
time seemed likely to falsify this expectation, but one of 
the earliest applications made to the new Court of Appeal 
was for leave to give notice of appeal in this case, not- 
withstanding the lapse of time; and, that application 
having been granted, the appeal has now been heard and 
decided. The decision of the court below has been re- 
versed, and upon grounds, as we understand, the same 
as those on which our criticism was based. The action, 
it will be remembered, was brought by a lessee against 
his landlord for breach of a covenant to keep down 
rabbits, and the defence was that the lease contained an 
arbitration clause. The court below (Kelly, 0.B., and 
Bramwell and Pigott, BB.) gave judgment on demurrer 
for the defendant; Kelly, C.B., and Pigott, B., in effect 
decided that, wherever an arbitration clause exists, 
it can be in answer to an action on any 
matter which might be brought within its scope. 
Bramwell, B., however, so far from agreeing with this 
view, protested against it; and yielded only on the 
ground that the question was one of construction on 
which he would not differ. It was certainly a curious 
sight to see the learned judge who as counsel had, in, 
‘ Scott v. Avery (6H. L. 811), fought the first suocess- 
ful battle of arbitration clauses, and had established their 
pleadability in cases where the contract was so framed as 





to make the determination of an arbitrator a condition 
precedent to the right to sue, thus out-marched upon 
his own ground ; and his surprise must have been great 
to discover that his powerful and ingenious logic had 
been quite thrown away, and that simple proposition of 
law could make the whole dispute look ridiculous. This 
novelty, however, has now been overruled, and we should 
certainly have been surprised at any other result, for the 
decision of the court below, or at least the ground on 
which it proceeded, was as nearly demonstrably wrong 
as any decision can well be; and the consideration which 
induced Bramwell, B., not wholly to dissent—the con- 
sideration, namely, that it was a question of construction— 
must, on the pleadings, be taken to be not so mucha 
reason which satisfied his mind as an excuse on which 
he saved himself from the disagreeable necessity of 
formally dissenting from the result, where he so emphati- 
cally disagreed with the process by which it was reached. 





Ir appears that the Solicitor to the Treasury is, and 
will be for some time, engaged in examining certain 
persons who are able to throw light upon the cause of 
Mr. Bravo’s death. It is needless to remark that in con 
ducting this examination the Treasury solicitor has only 
the same power of getting at evidence as that possessed 
by any ordinary solicitor—neither more nor less, 
person whose attendance is desired may decline to come, 
or if in attendance may decline to answer any question 
without assigning any grounds for refusal. The 
inquiry, in fact, is merely the ordinary preliminary 
investigation made before preferring a criminal 
It is, we think, at least doubtful whether it would not 
have been better to apply at once to the Queen’s Bench 
Division for a writ ad melius inquirendum to special 
commissioners. We pointed out last week that the 
court has undoubted jurisdiction to issue such a writ, 
but that the precedents for its issue are none in 
modern times. In the Annual Register for 1860, pp. 
93—106, may be found an account of the “ Road 
murder,’ which seems to bear out our view. It appears 
(p. 100) that “the coroner’s inquest was alleged to 
have proved very unsatisfactory,” and a writ ad melius 
inguirendum was moved for. ‘‘The grounds alleged 
were improper conduct on the part of the coroner, his 
refusal to summon for examination all the members of 
the family, and his bringing the inquiry to an abrupt 
termination, contrary to the wish of the jurymen.” No 
question appears to have been raised as to the jurisdic- 
tion of the Court of Queen’s Bench to grant the writ, 
but it was refused upon the facts. The charges “ were 
satisfactorily answered by the coroner,” and on this 
ground the court declined to order the writ to issue. 
Thereupon the Home Secretary, Sir G. C. Lewis, was 
petitioned to grant “a special commission for the in- 
vestigation of thecrime,” but this he declined todo. “The 
rules,’ he said, “ which govern our ordinary courts are 
intended, not only for the detection of guilt, but also for 
the protection of innocence from unjust accusations; 
and when the crime is of so grievous a nature as to excite 
a strong feeling in the public mind, a strict adherence to 
those rules is absolutely necessary for the fair adminis- 
tration of justice.” 





We HAVE orren nEarpD that inaptitude for vigorous 
and united action is the ordinary characteristic of soli- 


,citors as a body in matters affecting, however plainly, 


not only the legal interests of their clients the public, 
but also their own professional status or remuneration. 
To judge, however, from a printed document which we 
have received this week, the solicitors of North Lincola- 
shire do not lay themselves open to such a charge or 
complaint. We gather from this document—and, except 
what we thus gather, we know absolutely nothing of the 
subject to which it relates—that, having a strong feeling 
as to the impropriety of certain conditions of sale issued 
30 
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in January last by a firm of local solicitors, some 
members of the profession held a meeting or meetings 
soon afterwards, and by their chairman communicated 
with, and received a reply from, the firm in question. 
We also gather that the same firm have very recently 
issued another set of conditions, which has provoked 
similar indignation, and has led at another meeting to 
the passing of resolutions, not only condemning the 
conditions, but establishing a committee to take further 
action in the matter, and opening a subscription for 
raising the sinews of what is evidently intended to be 
anything but a languid war. 

Now into this quarrel—knowing, as we do, nothing 
whatever of the surrounding circumstances of the case— 
we do not propose to dip even our little finger, although 
one of the resolutions passed at the recent meeting, viz., 
that a copy of the proceedings should be forwarded to 
us, seems rather to invite us to plunge into the mélée. 
We have not seen a copy of either set of conditions, and 
even assuming that two out of the most recent set are 
exactly to the purport stated in the resolutions, yet for 
anything we know to the contrary one of them at any 
rate may not be unjustifiable or improper. It must, 
therefore, be understood that in the following remarks 
we are ir no way joining in any outcry against an in- 
dividual firm of solicitors, but are simply taking the 
opportunity of commenting on a general question 
because it happens just now to be exciting a very 
lively interest throughout an important section of the 
profession. 

Of the two conditions specially condemned by the 
meeting of which we have spoken, the first, according to 
the resolution condemning it, states that the property 
to be sold (which we may mention is building land) 
belongs to the vendor as absolute owner in fee simple, 
makes the statement of this fact conclusive evidence of 
its truth, and precludes the purchaser’s right to any 
abstract of title. Such a condition, in the opinion of 
the meeting, is “ especially prejudicial to the interesta of 
purchasers.” We think that in ordinary cases there can 
be no doubt that it is prejudicial to everybody concerned. 
To the vendor, for, if there is such a thing in rerum 
natura as a depreciatory condition, this is it; to the 
purchaser, for, if the title is really bad, he may be 
throwing away, not only his purchase-money, but all his 
subsequent expenditure on the land, while, if it is good, 
he can feel no confidence about it, and, what is more 
important, will not be able to show its goodness when he 
wishes to sell or to mortgage; to the vendor’s solicitor, 
for he may be incurring personal liability by advising 
his client to warrant a title which the half-hostile inves- 
tigation by a purchaser's advisers might have shown to 
be unsound; and especially to the same solicitor if he 
represents the purchaser too, and there is a defect in the 
title which he has had the opportunity of seeing, and of 
the existence of which a court of law might accord- 
ingly hold him to have had knowledge. At the same 
time, as we have already implied, there may be 
circumstances under which such a condition would be 
perfectly proper. A small part of a property held under 
a title known to all the solicitors in the neighbourhood 
might thus be dealt with. Or a vendor might be unwilling 
to rake up the fraiities of his father by making his will a 
subject of interest to his neighbours, or might even 
shrink from refreshing the local memory of the humble- 
ness of his own origin by producing his great-grand- 

father’s conveyance. But, unless in quite 
circumstances, the use of a condition which bars all in- 
vestigation of the title cannot be too strongly deprecated. 
The other specially condemned condition contains, ac- 
cording to the condemning resolution, “the stipulation 
that the vendor will, on payment by the purchaser to 
the vendor's solicitors of two guineas, prepare and execute 
and deliver to such purchaser aconveyanceduly stamped.” 
Thisstipulation the meeting has held to be “contrary to the 
usage and etiquette of the profession in North Lincoln- 
shire.” As to this, and still of course speaking on the gen- 





eral subject of a stipulation of the kind alleged, and not at 
all with reference to any, individual instance of its em- 
ployment, we need do little more than simply say that 
we are not aware of anything that can be said in its 
defence. If the motive is the solicitor’s own personal 
profit, he stands confessed as snatching a paltry fee from 
some brother solicitor, and, perhaps, also as seeking an 
opportunity of appropriating his client; while, if the 
motive is to avoid answering ugly questions on the title, 
every one must condemn what is neither more nor less 
than a specious and delusive bait. 





Tue aprproacu of the Derby has brought up a question 
which for some years has been mooted. A correspondent 
of the Pall Mall Gazette has complained (in anticipation) 
of a “practice which weighs very hardly on those who 
live within a twenty-mile radius of the Epsom and Ascot 
racecourses, and who do not concern themselves with 
racing itself.” He says that “it is the habit of more 
than one railway company to suspend its ordinary traffic 
during the race-days, and to run only special trains 
between London and the station in proximity to which 
the races are being held, the fares by these special trains 
being much in excess of those ordinarily charged—in 
excess even of the maximum allowed by Act of Parlia- 
ment for each class.” It is worth while to consider the 
question of the legality of this practice. By the Railways 
Clauses Act, 1845, s, 86, the companies may make such 
“reasonable charges as they may from time to time 
determine upon, not exceeding those in the special Act 
authorized.” By the Railway and Canal Tratfic Act, 
1854, as amended by the Regulation of Railways Act, 
1873, the Railway Commissioners may compel the com. 
panies to efford reasonable facilities for the receiving, 
forwarding, and delivering of traffic, and may enjoin 
them to show no undue preference. By the Cheap 
Trains Act, 1844, the companies are bound to run one 
train a day stopping at every station. These are the 
general Acts applicable to the subject. If the trains in 
question be bond fide “ special trains,” the charges would 
not be subject to the restriction of “ reasonableness ” 
imposed by the Act of 1845, but would be governed by 
the special Act of each company—of which presently. 
So long as the Cheap Trains Act is satisfied by its one 
train (and if it were not, the remedy would be through 
the Board of Trade and the Attorney-General under 
section 17 of the Act of 1844), no company is compel- 
lable to carry (Hare v. London and North-Western 
Railway Company, 1 J. & H. 522, per Wood, V.C.), 
except under the provisions of the Railway and Canal 
Traffic Act, 1854. Whether there would be any evidence 
for the Railway Commissioners to proceed upon under 
that Act seems to depend upon whether to refuse to 
carry traffic except to Epsom is a preference of Epsom 
traffic to o traffic. If it is, it lies upon the com- 
pany to Frew it (see per Willes, J., in Nicholson v. 
Great Western Railway Company, 5 0. B.N. 8. 431). 
Whether the preference is unreasonable it would be for 
the Railway Commissioners to determine; but it must 
be remembered that the commissioners have no power 
to act until a preference has been actually shown; they 
have no power to grant a quia timet injunction. 

With regard to the special Acts, a far more important 
question arises. Most railway companies have power to 
charge what they please for “‘ special trains.” There are 
more than 2,000 special Acts, and the toll clauses of each 
company are curiously scattered. Acommon form, however, 
seems to be that used in the Metropolitan (Inner Circle) 
Extension Act, 1874, s, 89, which is :—“ The restriction 
as to the charges to be made for passengers shall not ex- 
tend to any special train run upon the railway, in respect 
of which the company may make such charges as they 
think fit, but shall apply only to the ordinary and ex- 
press trains appointed from time to tine by the company 
for the conveyance of passengers and goods upon the 
railway.” Now, how far, and under what circumstances, 
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“gan a company escape its maximum by calling all its trains 


on any one day “ special trains” ? A special train, in ordi- 
nary language, is a train under the controlof one person or 
‘ody of persons, as in the very recent case of Le Blanche 
iy. North-Western Railway Company (24 W. R. 396), in 
which a plaintiff took a special train to avoid the conse- 
quences of the company’s delay, and the Court of Ap- 
peal held that he was not justified in taking one. It seems 
very doubtful whether a whole course of trains open to the 
whole public could be said to be special trains witlrin the 
meaning of the special Act. The term “special” must 
receive a reasonable construction, and, where ambiguous, 
that which makes in favour of the public (Stockton and 
_ Railway Company y. Barrett, 7 M. & G. 
$70). 

Upon the point of the company being bound by their 
time-tables, as the correspondent of the Pall Mall Gazette 
puts it, we see no legal ground of complaint. That the 
company are bound is clear (Denton v. Great-Northern 
Railway Company, 4 W.R. 240). But, although the 
company are bound by statute to exhibit lists of fares at 
their booking offices (see Regulation of Railways Act, 
1868, s. 15), it is equally clear that they may change 
their arrangements, both as to fares and times, by giving 
reasonable notice. There is no law compelling them to 
give a certain length of notice. And the only question 
would be, whether the notice which was in fact given 
was brought to the knowledge of the person desirous of 
being carried. We may remark that the Royal commis- 
sion of 1865 recommended that companies should be 
bound to give a week’s notice of any alterations of time 


(Report, p. Ix.). 





Wiri THE GREATEsT RESPECT for the learned judge who 
decided upon the application made in Bolton v. Bolton 
{noted last week, ante, p. 561; 24 W. R. 663), we have 
considerable difficulty in understanding the grounds on 
which his decision proceeded. He seems to have held, 
‘in effect, that the provision in ord. 23, that, upon discon- 
tinuing the action, the plaintiff “shall pay the defend- 
ant’s costs,’ operates as a judgment for those costs, 
and that a ji. fa. may at once issue, without any special 
judgment being pronounced between the parties. In 
Bolton v. Bolton the writ of ji. fa. was ordered to be 
framed thus:—‘‘ Which was lately, &c., in a certain 
action, &c., pursuant to ord. 23 of the Supreme Court of 
Judicature Act, 1875, upon a notice in writing, dated, 
&c., whereby A. B. gave notice to C. D. of discontinuance 
of the said action, and upon the certificate of one of the 
taxing masters of our said court, filed, &c., adjudged to 
be paid for the costs of the said action by the said A. B. 
to the said C. D.” The first question which oceurs on 
this is by whom, or how, was this adjudication pro- 
nounced? By order 23? Then the adjudication 
was pronounced on the Ist of November last, and 
before notice of discontinuance was given, or costs ascer- 
tained and certified. By the notice of discontinuance 
given by the plaintiff himself, or by the certificate 
of the taxing master? These seem to be somewhat 
Novel tribunals. The truth is, if we may say so with 
deference, that the court on this occasion rather appears 
to have lost sight of the nature of the instrument before 
it, What was meant to be said was probably that 
“notice of discontinuance having been given ina certain 
action between A. B. and. D., and costs having, in that 
action, been taxed and certified, pursuant to ord. 23 of 


the Rules of the Supreme Court, it is, upon this, ad- 


judged, &c.” But it is obvious that a writ of fi. fa. 
eannot award judgment, And it is clear that in all 
Such cases no judgment, properly so called, exists until, 
Pursuant to the power given by order 23, a special 
order or judgment is made or pronounced between 
the parties—for instance, specially directing A. B. to 
Pay to O. D. The order as to costs claimable where 
Uotice of discontinuance is given, simply declares the 


cumstances—i.e., the general right of every suitor under 
the like circumstances, but does not, and cannot, specially 
adjudicate between A. B. and ©. D. so as to enable 
execution to issue upon such adjudication. We think 
our readers should be cautious in accepting as an au- 
thority a decision which puts the cart before the horse, 
or rather omits altogether to furnish the horse. 





Eart Detaware has given notice of his intention to 
move for “a return of landowners of 500 acres and up- 
wards in each county in England and Wales, showing 
those who have contracted themselves out of the pro- 
visions of the Agricultural Holdings Act up to the Ist 
of June, 1876.” What the results of that return will be 
may be gathered from the information relating to the 
operation of the Act obtained by the Mark Lane 
Express from correspondents (chiefly farmers and land- 
agents) in every county in England and in seven of the 
Welsh counties, published in that paper on the Ist 
inst. Out of 175 correspondents, no fewer than 100 reply 
to the question—“ To what extent has the Agricultural 
Holdings Act been adopted ?”—“ Not at all,” or “ I know 
of no case,” or the like. Sixty-four replies are to the 
effect either that only one instance is known, or that the 
Act has been adopted “to a very small extent,” or 
“ scarcely at all.” In two cases the Act is said to be 
adopted “ generally” and “ almost universally’ ; in two 
other cases it is said to be “ very much adopted by small 
preprietors,” and ‘‘ in several instances” ; and in the re- 
maining cases the replies are indefinite. Theanswers to 
the question, “ Do the tenants generally desire to come 
under the Act ?” are equally significant. In only thirty- 
three cases is the reply to the effect that they do; in 
at least 108 cases the reply is ,that they do not desire to 
come under the Act; and in the residue the reply is 
usually “they are indifferent.” The general result is to 
show that the view we have all along ventured to main- 
tain, that the Act is useless and mischievous to the in- 
terests of both landlord and tenant, has been indorsed 
by the practically unanimous voice of the landowners and 
farmers of the country. 





THE BLOCK AT THE ROLLS. 


Tue block in the Rolls Court has assumed such unpre- 
cedented proportions that we cannot think that matters 
can be left as they are, though there may be some diffi- 
culty in providing any adequate remedy. Not a single 
contested cause has been tried in that branch of the 
court during the present sittings, and the list of causes 
now waiting for trial is at least double as long as it was 
a year ago, and that notwithstanding the large reduc- 
tion in the arrears effected during the Michaelmas and 
Hilary Sittings. We have been informed, on the author- 
ity of the Master of the Rolls himself, that the number 
of appeals from the common law divisions now awaiting 
hearing is longer than it was at the beginning of the 
sittings, and we have no doubt whatever (though 
we do not suppose that his lordship’s modesty would 
allow him to say so) that this influx of appeals has been 
in great part caused by his presence in the appeal court ; 
and, therefore, it is not unlikely that his attendance 
there will be required to dispose of them, in which case 
there would be but little reason to hope that any 
material progress can be made in his own list before the 

commencement of the long vacation. 

’ Neither is it reasonable to expect that the difficulty 
can be met by transfers ; it is true that the popularity of 
the Master of the Rolls as a judge has attracted to 

his branch of the court more than a fair proportion of 

the actions commenced in the division; but the lists of 

causes already standing in the books of the Vioe-Chan- 

cellors are quite sufficient to keep them all fully em- 





tight of the suitor to costs under certain specified oir- 


ployed for a long time to come; and besides, there is a 
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continual accession of new causes, at a rate steadily ex- 
ceeding that at which they are disposed of. 

Nor can any relief be looked for from the new pro- 
cedure introduced by the Judicature Acts ; we have indeed 
seen from time to time paragraphs in certain daily papers 
pointing out a wonderful acceleration [alleged to have 
been] produced in the conduct of actions in the common 
law divisions, but in the Chancery Division the effect 
upon the rate of progress has been the very opposite, and 
that from two causes: first, the improvement in the 
manner of taking evidence, great as it undoubtedly is 
in all cases of substantial dispute as to matters of fact, 
has very greatly increased the time actually occupied in 
hearing, and therefore a much smaller number 
of contested causes can be got through in a 
given time; and, secondly, the greater rapidity 
with which causes ripen for hearing produces 
@ more plentiful supply than heretofore. In the actual 
result, therefore, there would be an accumulation, steady 
though gradual, of arrears in this division, even though 
all four judges were to sit continuously during all the 
sittings ; how much more, therefore, when one of these 
judges never sits for more than five days a week, and 
“another, and he the most efficient, cannot be calculated 
on for more than two! 

Lord Selborne, indeed, the fons et origo mali so far 
as the present difficulty is concerned, labours to show 
that the Master of the Rolls will have sat as often as 
usual in the Rolls Court, notwithstanding his attend- 
ances in the Court of Appeal; but the answer is obvious : 
one main object of the Act was by an enlargement of 
the number of sittings of each judge to effect that 
increase of judicial strength which was everywhere de- 
manded; so as to avoid, if possible, any addition to the 
number of judges. It is matter of notoriety that but 
for the extraordinary judicial rapidity of two successive 
Masters of the Rolls the judicial power of the Court of 
Chancery would long ago have broken down under the 
strain upon it, and that when the Government of which 
Lord Selborne was Chancellor successfully resisted the 
proposal of the present Lord Chancellor to add one to 
the number of Vice-Chancellors (in consideration, 
partly, of the extra call upon the time of the Master of 
the Rolls by reason of his being made an ex-officio judge 
of the Court of Appeal) they relied, amongst other con- 
siderations, on the increased duration of the sittings of 
the court (or, as the then Solicitor-General phrased it, 
‘the increased economy of judicial time”) which was to 
take place under the new order of things. 

It has been suggested, however, that the present 
emergency may be provided for by sending a judge of 
one of the common law divisions to sit for the Master 
of the Rolls so long as he is occupied in the Court of 
Appeal. The answer is that there is no such judge 
available. As it is, we find a threatened accumulation 
of arrears in those divis’o.s, less startling but not less 
teal than that in the Chancery Division already men- 
tioned, and if the summer circuits go out as soon as is now 
proposed it is certain that the remanets for the next 
Michaelmas Sittings will be considerably in excess of the 
aggregate arrears in the three common law courts in any 
previous year in modern times. 

Nor, again, can we depend upon the official referees 
for extrication from the present dead-lock; without in- 
tending any disrespect to any of those gentlemen, we 
think they are not taken from among men of the calibre 
requisite for this purpose. 

The natural remedy would doubtless be the appoint- 
ment of another judge, to be attached, for the present at 
least, to the Chancery Division, and to whom the causes 
now waiting for hearing at. the Rolls, or a sufficient 
portionof them, should be transferred—and probably that 
will eventually be found to be the only solution of the 
problem—but that could not be done without the author. 
ity of Parliament, which could not be obtained without 
such delay as to render it practically inoperative for 
present purposes; and besides, we can well understand 





——————— 


a reluctance on all hands to confess without further trig} 
the insufficiency of the arrangements made by the Judi- 
cature Acts. 

It has been proposed that the parties in such of the cases 
as are pressing, and involve only issues of fact, should 
cause them to be referred to special referees; but there 
is not unfrequently one or other of the parties to whom 
delay is either immaterial or advantageous, and whose 
consent to such a reference, therefore, could not be ob. 
tained. Besides, the difficulty has been caused by 4 
deficiency in the public arrangements, and it would not. 
be just to throw the expenses of the remedy upon the 
parties. 

There is yet one suggestion which we have heard made, 
and which we give for what it is worth, though it is 
obviously, at best, but a temporary and half-sufiicient 
expedient. The Judicature Act leaves the number, 
emoluments, and duties of the official referees to be de. 
termined by the judges, and that, as we read the Act, 
not once for all, but from time to time as occasion may 
require. If, therefore, one or more extra official re. 
ferees were appointed for this specific purpose, the 
existing arrears might be got rid of without ary per- 
‘manent increase in the number of the judiciary. The 
services of gentlemen of the utmost judicial fitness. 
could be obtained for a temporary purpose of this 
sort, upon terms far lower than would be required 
to induce the same persons to accept a permanent 
office, and we could, without difficulty, mention the 
names of three or four, the nomination of any one of 
whom to a judgeship would be accepted with satisfaction,. 
who would undertake to sit as a commissioner for the 
trial of these actions for two or more days in each week 
at a rate not materially higher than that now payable 
for the official referees, although no one of them would 
think of accepting any secondary office of a permanent 
nature. At the best, as we have said, this would only be 
a palliative, not a cure, but it would, perhaps, be better 
than leaving things to go on as they are. 





—— 


DEMURRERS. 


Tue judges of the Queen’s Bench Division took occasion: 
two or three days ago to animadvert on the improper 
use of demurrers under the new system of pleading. 

Mr. Justice Mellor remarked that the demurrer then 

before the court was what might be called “a niggling 
demurrer,” that is, a demurrer rather to the mode of 

stating the case than to the case itself. Mr. Justice 

Quain regretted that the obsolete method of demurrer 

should have been preserved under the Judicature Acts.. 
There is no doubt a great deal of force in the observa- 

tions of these learned judges. Before the Judicature 
Acts the usefulness of demurrers had become very doubt-- 
ful. It so often happened that the questions raised om 
demurrer were of a speculative character, and such that 

it was quite uncertain whether any questions really 
at issue upon the facts of the case would be settled by 

the judgment on the demurrer, that the court frequently 

declined to decide on it, and ordered the case to stand 
over until after the issues of fact had been tried. It 

seems to us that, since the new procedure has been in- 
troduced, the utility of demurrers asa means of deciding 

upon the question really at issue between the parties has 
become still more limited, In our view, the real use of 

pleadings is principally to give information to the opposite 
party what the case which is intended to be set up: 
against him on the trial will be, in order that he may 
know what he has to meet and to what he has to direct 
his evidence. The old idea was that the record should be 
a complete legal process on parchment in which the 

judgment should be the necessary legal consequence of 
the previous parts of the process. , Unless, therefore, om 
paper all the necessary incidents of which the judgment. 
was the consequence were set forth with sufficient legab 
completeness and accuracy, there was error on the 
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Now, the old system of error is abolished, and pleadings 
may be looked upon as being what particulars were 
before, viz., merely ancillary to the process, and to direct 
the attention of the court and the parties to what the 
issues are which the court must consider, and the parties 
contest, at the trial, not as being the necessary legal 
antecedents and foundation of the judgment pronounced. 
On the other hand it does sometimes happen that a 
question is capable of being conveniently disposed of on 
demurrer which will decide the whole case between the 
parties. In such cases a demurrer is still useful, and the 
expenses of a trial may sometimes thus be saved. 

The Queen’s Bench Division appear to have suggested 

that in these cases a special case would be a better 
expedient than a demurrer. This is no doubt so from 
a judge’s point of view; but we cannot altogether 
acquiesce in the suggestion that demurrers should be 
entirely abolished. A special case is a very convenient 
method for the court which has to determine a question, 
but regarding the matter from a suitor’s point of view, 
there are considerable difficulties involved. Both sides 
are not always ready at the outset to determine a pre- 
liminary point of law by means of a special case. What 
happens sometimes is this :—If a question of law which 
lies at the basis of the plaintiff's claim is determined in 
the defendant's favour, the whole case is determined, 
but if it is decided in the plaintiff's favour, a number of 
other questions may remain to be determined before the 
whole case is decided. If the preliminary question is 
neatly raised on the pleadings, a demurrer may settle the 
action. But assuming that there might be a special case 
limited to the one preliminary point, a special case involves 
considerable difficulty and expense. The parties may be 
at arm's length, and there is the difficulty of getting 
them to agree on a joint statement of facts. If the 
special case is decided in the plaintiff's favour the action 
must proceed, and there must be pleadings, and a double 
expense is thus involved, and probably considerable 
delay. Special cases have heretofore been limited to the 
case where the parties can agree upon a state of facts, 
and are willing to allow the case to be concluded by the 
judgment of the court on the facts so stated. 

For these reasons we do not see our way to the com- 
plete abolition of demurrers, but we think that they ought 
to be discouraged as much as possible. And we cannot 
help thinking that a judicious use of the power of the 
tribunal over costs might be made the means of regulating 
the use and abuse of demurrers. We do not see why 
the costs of a demurrer should be made, as a matter of 
course, to follow the event. Great facilities should be 
given for amendment, and we think the question of the 
costs of the demurrer and amendment might be left 
open until the final determination of the action, and the 
court or a judge would then be in a position to deter- 
mine what should be done with regard to those costs. 
The court might then visit captious or niggling de- 
murrers which had not really advanced the settlement 
of the action in accordance with what justice and con- 
venience might demand in the way of penalty. If they 
thought that the party demurring had really been 
obliged to demur for his own safety, and to preserve 
his just rights, they might give him his costs. If, on 
the other hand, they thought thatthe demurrer had only 
been part of an artificial paper warfare, the creation of 
& captious pleader’s brain, they might disallow the costs 
of the party demurring. 





The Pall Mall Gazette says that among the petitions to 
the House of Commons on ‘Tuesday night was one by Annie 
Besant against the infliction of disabilities for “ honest 
heresy.’’ It was ordered to lie on the table. 


Lord Selborne would last night ask the Lord Chancellor 


business of the Court of Appeal during the present sittings 
will have the effect of preventing his Jordship from sitting 


The New Practice. 


ENTERING JUDGMENT IN DEFAULT IN 
THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 


We have been favoured with the following authentic 
statement of the procedure in the Chancery Division on 
entering judgment in default of appearance or plead- 
ing :— 

1. In Derautt or Apprarance.—Upon every appli- 
cation at the registrar’s office to enter final or interlocu- 
tory judgment in default of appearance the solicitor 
must produce (1) the original writ. If the application 
is under ord, 13, r. 3 or 4, the special indorsement on 
the writ should be as provided by ord. 3, r. 6, and if the 
claim is fora debt or liquidated demand only, the in- 
dorsement, besides stating the nature of the claim 
generally, must state the amount of such debt or 
demand claimed, and of costs: r. 7. If under the Bills 
of Exchange Act, the writ should be in the special form 
contained in schedule A. to that Act, and indorsed as 
therein mentioned: section 1. (2) The original affidavit 
of service, which must show the day on which service 
was effected, which must be eight clear days: ord. 13, r. 
5; or, in cases under the Bills of Exchange Act, twelve 
clear days before signing judgment. It must also show 
the day on which the indorsement of service was made 
on the writ, and that such indorsement was made within 
three days, at most, after service : ord. 9, r. 13; ord. 13, 
r. 1. Service of the writ must be personal, unless syb- 
stituted or other service be ordered: ord. 9, r. 2; except 
in the cases mentioned in rr. 3, 6, and. 7 of that order; 
but in proceeding under the Bills of Exchange Act, 
an order for leave to proceed as if personal service had 
been effected will be sufficient. (3) The Record and Writ 
Clerk's certificate. This certificate, if the application is 
under ord. 13, rr. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, must be a certificate of no 
appearance, and if under r. 5 (where writ is not specially 
indorsed), an additional certificate showing that the 
statement of the particulars of the plaintiff's claim to be 
filed under that rule was filed eight clear days before 
the day on which the judgment is entered. The solicitor 
applying to enter judgment for recovery of possession 
of part of land under ord. 13, r. 7, must produce the 
Record and Writ Clerk’s certificate of limited defence, or 
the notice signed by the defendant or his solicitor, which 
is referred to in ord. 12, r. 21. 


2. In Derautt or Pieapine.—The solicitor applying 
to enter final judgment in default of pleading under 
ord. 29, rr. 2, 3, 7, and 8, or interlocutory judgment 
under rr. 4, 5, and 8, must produce the Record and 
Writ Clerk’s certificate of appearance, and, unless it 
appears by such certificate that the defendant did not 
require a statement of claim to be delivered, an affidavit 
of the delivery of the statement of claim in due time 
(which, unless extended by order, is eight clear days 
before entry of judgment: ord. 22, r. 1), and a certificate 
of the plaintiff's solicitor that no defence has been de- 
livered. 

In every case two printed forms of judgment, 
properly filled up, must be produced. Where the writ 
is specially indorsed, interest, calculated up to the day 
of entering judgment, should, if claimed, be added to 
the amount indorsed on the writ, and as no amount has 
yet been fixed for costs, the judgment will be “ with 
costs to be taxed,” and the taxing master will tax the 
costs with or without notice, as the case may require, 
The documents being produced and found correct, both 
copies of the judgment will be marked as examined. 
The affidavit of service must be filed by the solicitor (who 
need not take an office copy), and a note of filing will be 
made on the copy judgment to which the fee stamp (ten 
shillings) is affixed. The registrar of the day for sign- 
ing certificates of sale and transfer will then pass the 
ent as he would any decree or order, by putting 





for as many days as has been usual in the Rolls Court. 


his initials to it, and affixing his seal to the duplicate, 


SAN nem etl tn het Sill Dsl Sac i tht 


stake will aaliaha. 


§ 
| 
9 
4 

| 





584 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





May 27, 1876, 





———~ 





and it will be entered immediately at the entering seat, 
the duplicate being left with the clerks of entries. 
When entered in the registrars’ book it will be marked 
with the folio of the entry, indexed, and transmitted to 
the Record and Writ Clerks’ office, and recorded in the 
cause-book and filed there. Copies of judgments so 
transmitied will be arranged according to the name of 
the person against whom the judgment is entered, and 
can be inspected on payment of the proper fee. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


AppeaL—Security For Costs—Orp, 58, rR. 15.—On 
the 20th inst., in a case of In re The Tees Bottle Com. 
pany (ante, p. 542), application was made to the Court of 
Appeal that an appellant might be ordered to give securi 
for costs of an appeal of which he had given notice. It wasal- 
leged that the appellant was insolvent, and in support of the 
allegation there was evidence (inter alia) that he had been 
imprisoned for having failed to pay a small debt which had 
been recovered against him in a county court. Though the 
appellant denied that he was insolvent, and it was urged on 
his behalf that his going to prison resulted, not from in- 
ability to pay the debt, but from obstinacy or 
temper, the Court of Appeal (James and Mellish, 
L.JJ., and Bazgallay, J.A.) held that this circum- 
stance alone ‘afforded sufficient reason for requiring 
security for costs to be given, and ordered that the appellant 
should deposit £25 in court as security. In the course of 
the discussion Lord Justice James said that he thought that 
the non-payment by an appellant of costs which he had been 
erdered to pay by the court of first instance would be a 
“ special circumstance” justifying the requiring of security 
for the costs of the appeal. And Lord Justice Mellish inti- 
mated an opinion that the “‘ special circumstances” referred 
to in the rule must be either the insolvency of the appellant 
or the fact that he was resident out of the jurisdiction. It 
could hardly be right, he thought, to require security to be 
given by a solvent man resident within the jurisdiction. 





DELIVERY oF INTERROGATORIES AFTER CLOSE OF PLEAD- 
1ncs—Onrp. 31, k. 1.—The same day in a case of Swire v. 
Reiman, appiication was made, by way of appeal from an 
order of the Queen’s Bench Division, that the plaintiffs 
might be allowed to deliver interrogatories to one of the 
defendants, the pleadings having been closed. The plain- 
tiffs’ claim was based on an agreement that they should 
accept bills for the accommodation of the defendants (part- 
ners) at acommission, ‘The bills were to be drawn against 
goods shipped abroad by the defendants, and the plaintiffs 
were to be re-imbursed ont of the proceeds of the sale of the 
goods. Tke defendants were not to draw for more than the 
manufacturing prces of the goods. The claim was for the 
excess of the acceptances above the amount realized by the 
sale of the govds, and the plaintiffs also claimed damages 
on the ground that the defendants had committed a fraud 
by drawing the bills f.r »mounts in excess of the manufac- 
taring prices of the goods. Holt, one of the defendants, 
did not defend the action. Redman, the other defendant, 
by his statement of defence, denied that there was any 
agreement that the amounts of the bills should be limited to 
the manufacturing prices of the goods, and he further al- 
leged that he had retired from the partnership, and that the 

laintiffs had released him by taking renewed bills accepted 

y Holt alone. The plaintiffs had administered interroga- 
tories to Kedman at an earlier stage of the action with the 
view of ascertaining the manufsctaring prices of the differ- 
ent parcels of goods, referring to them by their shipping 
marks. Redman had answered these interrogatories to the 
effect that he could not give any information, as the goods 
were not sufficiently identified. The plaintiffs, having 
afterwards obiained production of the defendants’ books, 
now desired wo repeat the interrogatories with a better descrip- 
tion of the parcels of goods. Amphlett, B., at chambers, 
refased to allow the interrogatories, and his decision was 
affirmed by the divisional court (Brett and Archibald, JJ.), 
on the ground that the allegation of frand was immaterial, 
because the damages would be the same on the money 
claim and the claim founded on fraud, The Court of 
Appeal (James ond Meilish, 1.JJ., and Baggallay, J.A.), 
however, held that the allegation of fraud was Been, 





because, though the novation alleged would release Redman 
from the mere money demand, it would not release him 
from the claim founded on frand. The plaintiffs were, 

therefore, entitled to an answer from the defendant on oath 
whether it had ever been the practice of the defendants’ 

firm to draw the bills for more than the manufacturing prices. 
of the goods. A very simple interrogatory would suffice 
for that purpose. Those which the plaintiffs had applied 
for leave to put were unnecessarily long, and would in effect 
impose on the defendant the necessity of doing accountant’s 
work for the plaintiffs. The appeal must, therefore, be 
dismissed with costs, but without prejudice to a fresh appli- 
cation for leave to deliver interrogatories in a proper form. 

In the course of the argument Lord Justice Mellish observed 
that there was to a certain extent a convenience in the old 
system of pleading by which a plaintiff, who intended to 
rely on alternative causes of action, framed his declaration 
with several distinct counts. One disadvantage of the new 
system was that the pleadings did not so clearly separate the 
different grounds of action which were alleged. 





Stayine PROcEEDINGS PENDING AN ApPpEAL—INSPECIION 
or DeFenpANT’s Works—Orp. 31, kr. 19; Orb. 58, 8. 16.— 
On the 24th inst.,in a case of Flower v. Lloyd, application 
was made to the Court of Appeal to stay, pending an 
appeal, the proceedings under an order which had been 
made by Vice-Chancellor Bacon giving the plaintiffs 
liberty to inspect the defendants’ process of manufacture, 
which wasalleged by the plaintiffs to be an infringement of 
a patent of their own, to restrain which infringement the 
action was brought. The Vice-Chancellor had refused to stay 
the operation of the order, and the application was renewed 
before the Court of Appeal (James, L.J., Baggallay, J.A., 
and Lush, J.), who held that, as the immediate enforce- 
ment of the order would clearly render the appeal nuga- 
tory, its operation should be stayed until the appeal could 
be heard. The costs of the application to stay proceed- 
ings (in both courts) were to be dealt with as costs of the 
appeal. 





Orper sy Consent oF Parties—AppEAL—LEAVE OF 
Jupce—Jupicature Act, 1873, s. 49.—The same day, in 
acase of Plant v. Bristowe, application was made to the 
Court of Appeal to strike oat an appeal which the plaintiff 
had brought from an order of the Master of the Rolls, on 
the ground that the order had been made by the consent 
of the parties, and that no leave had been given by the 
Master of the Rolls to present the appeal. It appeared, 
however, that the order itself as drawn up did not on its 
face purport to have been made by consent, and the Court 
(James, L.J., Baggallay, J.A., and Lush, J.), following the 
practice which prevailed formerly, when orders made by 
consent could not be appealed from at all, held that the 
order could not be treated as having been made by consent 
unless it was expressed to have been so made. Lord 
Justice James also observed that when an order came to 
be drawn up by the registrar it was still open to the par- 
ties to withdraw a consent which had been previously 
givenin court. The motion was ordered to stand over 
to the hearing of the appeal, with liberty to apply to the 
Master of the Rolls to make an alteration in the form of 
the order, 





Discovery —Arripavir or Documents ~— PRroceEDINne 
UNDER Companiks Act, 1862—Penpina MarrEr—Powers 
or Court oF ArpeaL—JupicaTuRE Act, 1873, s. 19—Orp. 
31, xe. 11, 12, 14.—On the same day, in the case of The 
National Assurance Funds Company, the application noted 
ante, p. 561, was renewed upon notice, Vice-Chanoellor 
Bacon had made an order removing the name of one Fore- 
man from the register of shareholders of the company. The 
company appealed, and applied in the Vice-Chancellor’s 
chambers for an order, under ord. 31, r. 12, that the 
respondent sbould make an affidavit of documents in his 
possession. The respondent had succeeded before the 


Vice-Chancellor mainly upon the contents of a letter 
which be had in part set outin an affidavit filed just before 
his application was heard, and the company desired to 
obtain production of this letter, and of the correspondence 
of which it formed part, with the view of using them as 
evidence upon the hearing of the appeal. The application 
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for the affidavit had been refused in chambers, on the 
ground that there was no longer any proceeding pending 
before the Vice-Chancellor, and it was then renewed in 
the Court of Appeal. The Court of Appeal, as we stated 
last week, directed the company to give a notice of mo- 
tion, and this notice having been given, the motion came 
on to be heard on Wednesday. It was contended that the 
court had no jurisdiction to order such an affidavit to be 
made in a proceeding under the Companies Act, 1862, 
inasmuch as r. 12 only speaks of an “action,” while 
rr. 11 and 14 speak of an “action or proceeding,’ and 
farther that the Court of Appeal ought not to allow a new 
issue tobe raised. The court (James, L.J., Baggallay, 
J.A., and Lush, J.) were clear that there was jurisdiction 
under r. 11, independently of r. 12, to make the order 
ssked for. But they thought the better course was to let 
the motion stand over till the hearing of the appeal, when 
they would be able to see whether fresh evidence ought to 
be admitted. But they said that the respondent must 
then have the documents in question in readiness, and be 
prepared to produce them if the court should so direct. 
Propvuction or Documents — Privitece — DiscrETION 
or Court—Orp. 31, Rr. 11—JupicaturE Act, 1873, 
s. 25, suB-secTION 11.— The same day, in a case 
of Bustros vy. White, the Court of Appeal decided 
the important question, with regard to the production 
of documents, which has been so much discussed of 
late, viz., whether, when the party from whom pro- 
duction is sought does not by his affidavit bring the 
documents which he seeks to protect within any of 
the established exceptions on the ground of priviloge, 
the judge has the power of exercising any discretion 
in the matter, and can, from an inspection of the docu- 
ments themselves, say that they ought not to be produced— 
whether, in fact, the old practice of the Court of Chancery 
ought now to prevail in all the divisions of the High Court, 
or whether in the common law divisions the practice which 
was adopted in the common law courts under the provisions 
of the Common Law Procedure Act of 1854 should still be 
followed. In the recent case of Anderson v. The Bank of 
British Columbia (24 W. R. 624), Lord Justice Mellish 
observed that ord. 31, r. 11, is really copied from sections 
18 and 20 of the Act of 1852 for the improvement of the juris- 
diction in equity (15 & 16 Vict. c. 86), and that ‘‘ although 
it differs very little from a similar provision (section 50) 
in the Common Law Proceedure Act, 1854, yet, hav- 
ing regard to the general rule that the practice in equity is 
to prevail, there can be no doubt that the rules previously 
existing respecting discovery in the old Court of Chancery 
are now binding upon all the courts.”” That case was an 
action in the Chancery Division. The case of Bustros v. 
White, however, was an action in the Queen’s Bench 
Division, and it was contended that in actions which would, 
in the natural course of things, have to be tried by a jury, 
it was right that the judge should have a discretion as to 
the production of documents, which, even though they 
might not be evidence in the case, might still be used, if 
they were produced, for the purpose of prejudicing the 
minds of the jurymen against the party who produced 
them. They might afford the materials for a very 
damaging cross-examination. It was urged that there was 
this material distinction between actions in the Chancery 
Division and actions in the common law divisions—that 
the former are generally tried by a judge without a jury, 
and that, while a judge might be safely trusted to discard 
from his mind everything which was not material or rele- 
vant to the decision of the case, a jury could not be so 
trusted. In the particular case the action was brought by 
shippers of cotton seed from Alexandria to Hull against 
the shipowners for damage caused to the cargo (as was 
alleged) by the fault of the defendants. The defendants’ 
case was that the damage resulted from the cargo having 
been shipped in a damp condition. ‘The plaintiffs had three 
firms in London, Liverpool, and Alexandria, and the defend- 
ants desired to obtain the production of letters which had 
after the litigation had practically commenced, 
tween the different firms, and between them and their mer- 
cantile agent at Hull. It was ultimately admitted that the 
plaintiffs’ affidavit disclosed no sufficient ground of privilege, 
and that, if the case had stood on that alone, the produc- 
tion could not have been resisted. ‘The matter came first 
before Archibald, J., at chambers, and he, in accordance 





with the tice long established in the chambers of the 
common law judges, looked at the documents in question, 
and upon that i tion decided that they ought not to be 
produced. This decision was affirmed bya divisional court, con- 
sisting of Cockburn, C.J., Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Quain, J., 
the latter learned judge dissenting from the other two, and 
holding that the production should be enforced. On the 20th 
inst. the matter was brought before the Court of Appeal 
James and Mellish, LJJ. and Baggallay, J.A.) in 

incoln’s-inn. After some argunient, however, their lord- 
ships intimated their wish that the case should be deter- 
mined by a fuller court, and the hearing was adjourned till 
the 24th inst. at Westminster, when a court consisting of 
eight judges was specially constituted for the purpose, viz., 
Jessel, M.R., Kelly, C.B., James and Melli LJJ., 
Baggallay, J.A., Lush and Denman, JJ., and Pollock, B. 
After a full argument the court gave a unanimous decision 
that the practice of the Court of Chancery is now to prevail 
in all the divisions; that if the documents production 
of which is sought are not sufficiently protected by 
the affidavit .of the party who is asked to produce 
them, the judge has no discretion in the matter, but is 
bound to order the production, unless iadeed the 
party is permitted to make a further affidavit. The court, 
however, said that they did not intend to put a stop 
to the practice, which appeared to have been found a con- 
venient one in order to save further expense when a defec- 
tive affidavit had been made, of the judg: in chambers 
looking at the documents, but they said that this 
could only be done by consent, and if the parties 
consented to this course, and allowed the matter 
to be thus decided, they could not afterwards 
appeal from the judge’s decision. It was pointed 
out by the court that the Legislature, having, in the new 
rules, adopted the very words contained in the Chancery 
Act of 1852, must be taken to.have adopted also the con- 
struction which had been put on those words by the Court 
of Chancery in the course of the twenty years and upwards 
during which that Act had been in forcee—to have adopted, 
in fact, the chancery practice as to production of documents. 
And, indeed, the chancery practice was of much older date 
than that. It had been in existence for centuries, and the 
advantages of it could, both before and since the passing 
of the Common Law Procedure Act, have been obtained in 
a common law action by means of a bill of discovery in aid 
of the action, a method of procedure which was frequently 
resorted to when the nature of the action made it worth 
while to incur the additional expense. So that the new 
rule would not, in truth, be introducing an entirely novel 
procedure, even in actions in the common law divisions. 

he Master of the Rolls and several of the other judges laid 
it down in the most emphatic termsthat the question whether 
a document is privileged or not must depend on external cir- 
cumstances, and cannot be determined from the contents of 
the document itself. 

It may be useful to add that the court reiterated what 
has been often said before, viz., that the privilege from pro- 
duction is strictly confined to communications with a legal 
adviser, or some one acting as his agent (this may be the 
client himself.after he has consulted his lawyer) and cannot 
be extendcd to the case of ordiuary agents, however confiden- 
tial. As Lord’ Justice James very forcibly expressed it, a 
letter written by the client himself the day before he con- 
sulted his lawyer would not be privileged, while the very 
same letter written the next dey by the client as agent for 
his lawyer would be privileged. 





ArreaAt—Morion ror New Triat sy Derenpayt— 
Maxine Co-Derenpant Party Tro Procesprxcs—Orp, 57, 
r. 6; Orn, 58, re. 3, 5.—Lna case of Purnell v. The Great 
Western Railway Company, before the Court of Appeal on 
the 22nd and 23rd insts., the plaintiff had obtained a verdict 
against the company for injuries sustained by him through 
the negligence of a workman engaged in some repairs upon 
one of the company’s bridges. The timber brought for the 
purposes of the repairs was from time to time throwa over 
the bridge upon some land over which the plaintiff had a 
right of way and was thence taken away to some neighboar- 
ing saw mills. A piece of it struck and wounded the plain- 
tif. The repairs were in course of execution by a contractor 
of the name of Harris, who was a co-defendant in the action, 
and the question of liability for the vot of the workman as 
betwoen Harris and the company was compticated by the pro- 
visions of the contract by virtue of which the company was 
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under certain obligations in respect of supplying and sawing 

the timber. The jury having found a verdict in favour 

Harris, but having given the plaintiff damages against the 
company, the latter moved for a new trial on the ground 
of misdirection, and a rule was obtained in the Queen’s 
Bench Division on November 4, 1875, calling upon the 
plaintiff to show cause why a new trial should not be granted. 
The question whether or not Harris was a necessary party to 
the proceedings for a new trial was then raised, and the 
court were of opinion that the order should be drawn up 
against the plaintiff only, but that notice of it should be given 
to Harris. This rule was subsequently discharged, the 
company appealed. After the argument of the motion upon 
the merits, whereby it appeared that the liability of the com- 
pany or of Harris depended upon the correctness of the direc- 
tion of the learned judge at the trial as to what constituted 
the legal relation of master and servant, the court 
(Jessel, M.R., Mellish, L.J., and Denman, J.) appeared to 
incline towards allowing the appeal ; but the respondent, the 
plaintiff, objected that no order for a new trial could be made 
im the absence of Harris. Their lordships considering the 
presence of Harris as an intended party proper, if not abso- 
lutely necessary, referred to ord. 58, r. 3, enabling them to 
direct notice of the appeal to be served on any party ; to ord. 
57, r. 6, enabling the court below to extend the time within 
which, under ord. 39, r. 1, the motion for a new trial must 
be made ; and to ord. 58, r. 5, enabling the Court of Appeal 
to exercise the powers of a court of first instance; and they 
made the following order:—The appeal to stand over for the 
defendant Harris to be served with notice of appeal and also 


with notice to show cause before their lordships why an’ 


order for a new trial should not be granted against him, the 
motices to be served by the plaintiff, and the parties to apply 
when ready with a view to the matter being heard by the 
same judges so as to avoid its being entirely re-argued. At 
the instance of Lord Justice Mellish it was suggested for the 
consideration of the parties that the necessity for a new trial 
might be avoided by their agreeing to have all questions be- 
tween them settled by the Court of Appeal. 





Peritios—Foot-note—Cons. Onp. 34, zr. 1.—On the 
20th inst., the Master of the Rolls remarked upon the 
impropriety of @ practice not uncommon in framing the 
foot-note to petitions ina cause. Instead of naming the 
whole of the persons te be served, the note specifies some 
of them, and adds, “and the rest of the above-named de- 
fendante ” ; or it states comprehensively, ‘‘It is intended 
to serve this petition on all the defendants.’ His lordship 
said that, seeing that since 15 & 16 Vict. c. 86, all the de- 
fendants are not named parties to the cause, such a state- 
ment conveys very imperfect information as to the persons 
intended to be served. 





Dexivery or Documest py Firinc—Notick or Motiox 
—Onp. 19, x. 6; Orv. 53, x. 3.—In Dymonds vy. Croft, on 
the 20th inst., the Master of the Rolla determined, upon 
the construction of the above-mentioned orders, that a 
notice of motion can be delivered by filing under ord. 19, 
r. 6. The action was one for foreclosure, in which the de- 
fendant had not appeared, and was brought on for trial 
as short upon motion for judgment, notice of which had 
been filed as provided by the order. The judge's atten- 
tion having been called to Cook vy. Dey, (16th of March, 
1876), where Hall, V.C., considered ord. 19, r, 6, to be in- 
applicable to notices of motion. his lordship, after a carefal 
examination of the rules, held (1) that a notice of motion 
being required by ord. 56, r.1, to be in writing, is a docu- 
ment; (2) that the “previous notice to the parties 
affected,” without which motions (other than those per- 
mitted by the rules to be made ¢z parte) are, by ord. 53, r. 
3, not to be made, means service of the written notice of 
motion ; and, therefore, (3) that such notice of motion was 
a “‘ document required to be delivered to a party” within 
the provisions of ord. 19,r. 6. [See as to the application 
of # similar rule to notice of trial, ante, p. 411.] 





Star oy Peocermines rexpine Arreat.—In the cases 
of Griffiths v, Toylor and Thatcher ¥. Taylor, the Common 
Pleas Division had, on the 28th ult., given judg- 
ment making absolute » rule for » new trial, 


on the ground that there had been s misopprehen 





sion as to the facts of the case which had naturally and 
inevitably led to a misdirection in point of law. On the 
20th inst., Jelf, for the defendant, applied to the court for 
a stay of proceedings. He intended to appeal from the 
decision of that court to the court above; but notice had 
been already given for the new trial. He contended that 
it was idle to hurry on to the new trial till the court above 
had decided whether there should or should not be any 
new trial at all. He had already given notice of appeal; 
but that, under the new practice, was no stay of proceed- 
ings, “except so far as the court appealed from, or any 
judge thereof, or the Court of Appeal may so order; and 
no intermediate act or proceeding shall be invalideted by 
such notice of appeal except so far as the court appealed 
from may direct”: ord. 58, r. 16. Digby Seymour, Q.C., 
and Culpepper, appeared for the plaintiffs. The court 
(Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Brett and Archibald, JJ.) refused 
to stay the proceedings for a new trial. The Legislature 
evidently intended that notice of appeal should not pre. 
vent the party who had the judgment in his favour from 
proceeding with his action, for the judgment was valid 
till it was overruled, and the suitor was justified in acting 
on the assumption that it would be upheld in the Conrt of 
Appeal. The court saw no reason, under the circumstances, 
for them to interpose any delay. 





Venve 1n Propate Actions.—In the Probate, Divorce, 
and Admiralty Division on the 23rd inst., Bayford applied 
that the case of Ridge v. Ridge, an action for revocation of 
probate, should be tried at the forthcoming summer assizes 
at Exeter. By ord. 36, r. 1, “when the plaintiff proposes 
to have the action tried elsewhere than in Middlesex, he 
shall in his statement of claim name the county or place 
where he proposes that the action shall be tried.’’ Here no 

lace of trial had been mentioned in the statement of claim, 
bat there was still power to order the trial to be at the as- 
sizes, for by the latter part of the rule the provision that the 
action (if a county or place be not named in the claim) 
is to be tried in Middlesex is subject to the qualification— 
“unless a judge otherwise orders.’ Inderwick, Q.C., for 
the defendants, opposed the application. The president of 
the division said that practitioners should understand that 
they have now power at the commencement of a probate 
action to claim the right of trying it elsewhere than at 
Westminster ; but on any application on the subject the 
question would be the same as before, and the court must 
determine the balance of convenience and inconvenience. 
Some weight must be attached to the fact that the plaintiff 
had not in his statement claimed the right of having the 
trial at Exeter, and as there was no exceptional circumstanee 
to render a change of venne necessary, he should decline 
to make any order. 








A novel point was raised before the Sheffield magistrates 
a few days ago, in a case in which a man named Flannagan 
was charged with having absented himself from the anaual 
training of the West York Militia in 1874. In 1873 the 
prisoner went to America, and he returned last July, and 
the questions were raised whether a militiaman was bound 
to remain in England during the time of his enlistment, to 
be ready in the event of the Crown requiring him; and 
whether in the event of his being abroad, and not coming 
up for training, he could be treated as a deserter. ‘The 
Bench declined to decide upon these questions, and set the 
prisoner at liberty. 

On Saturday, at the West Riding Court, Halifax, John 
Cronhelm, solicitor, who on the previous day had been dis- 
charged from Wakefield House of Correction, after two years’ 
incarceration, wav brought up on a charge of appropriating 
to bis own use £200, which had been placed in his hands on 
loan to the Greetland Local Board, of which body he was 
formerly the clerk. Mr, Ramsden, solicitor, of Huddersfield, 
appeared on bebalf of the Peace and Prosperity Lodge, 
Sowerby Bridge, the lenders of the money, and asked for an 
adjournment of the case for a week, in order to 
the evidence ; but this was qeene by Mr. Storey, who ap- 

for Mr. Cronhelm, After some formal evidence had 

giveri, however, the magistrates decided that a primd 

Jacie cave bad been made out, and adjourned the matter until 

this day (Saturday), Cronhelm being admitted to bail, 
himeelf , and two suretios of £25 each, 
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Rebhiews. 


TAYLOR ON POISONS. 


‘On Porsons 1n Revation ro MepicaL JuRISPRUDENCE AND 
Mepicive. By Aurrep Swaine Taytor, M.D., F.BS., 
&c, Third Edition. J. & A. Churchill. 


This book is too well known as an authority to need 
any recommendation to our readers, and we cannot pre- 
tend to pronounce on the extent to which the author 
has, in this edition, incorporated the most recent re- 
searches of science. But we can, at all events, say that 
the book contains a mass of information clearly stated 
and well arranged, of immense value to the practitioner 
in the criminal courts; and even to the reader who 
has no special professional stimulus to mastering the 
details relating to the different kinds of poisons there is 
much useful correction of current misconceptions to be 
obtained from a perusal of the book. For instance, the 
author points out the fallacy of the assumption that if 
death has been caused by poison some trace of the 
poison must be discoverable in the stomach, or, at any 
rate, in the system, of the deceased. He shows dis- 
tinctly that, in cases of poisoning, even by a metallic 
poison such as arsenic, if death does not take place for 
-several days, it is probable that all trace of the poison 
may have disappeared, not only from, the stomach, but 
from all the tissues of the body. On the other hand, 
cases are referred to in which poison has been intro- 
duced into the system by mere accident, under circum- 
stances which, in earlier times, and under less thorough 
investigation, would almost inevitably have led to an 
unjust conviction. 

The close similarity of the symptoms produced by 
‘certain poisons to those of natural disease is one of the 
chief difficulties with which the toxicologist and the 
medical jurist have to contend. This difficulty is, of 
course, being constantly diminished so far as regards 
poisons of which the properties are known, but, on the 
other hand, substances are constantly being discovered 
the presence of which, in any particular case, may not 
be even suspected. Among numerous instances cited by 
Dr. Taylor where death, in fact caused by strychnine, 
has been referred by medical men to various natural 
causes, is one in which a man, before his death, con- 
fessed to having so murdered three persons, whose 
deaths had been certified as due to heart disease, pres- 
sure on the brain, and hysteria. Dr. Taylor is justly 
severe on those members of his own profession who tend 
to bring it into disrepute by forming conclusions on 
insufficient evidence; and, referring to a proved case of 
strychnia poisoning, he says, “ Barristers may well 
mistrust the evidence of experts when, in a case so clear 
as this, one physician could be found to swear that the 
symptoms were those of angina pectoris, because the 
heart was empty, and another . . . assigned death to 
“epilepsy with tetanic complications’” (p. 96). Again, 
at p. 114, the author observes, after referring to a series 
of murders successfully committed by one person, that, 
“even in plain cases of poisoning, some physicians of 
experience and repute have been unable to discriminate 
the symptoms from those of natural disease.” 

Upon the subject of tartar emetic, to which attention 
thas been so much directed of late, Dr. Taylor gives (p, 58) 
@ remarkable account of what he terms the “ tolerance” 
of this poison sometimes displayed by the human system. 
“ This medicine,” he says, “‘ has been safely and bene- 
ficially prescribed in large doses, and for a long con- 
tinuance, in pulmonary diseases and rheumatism. Tom- 
masini and Laennec were in the habit of prescribing it 
largely on the Italian theory of contra-stimulus, 
Persons affected with eacemary. diseases manifested, 
generally , &* tolerance ’ of this medicine, if given 
in large doses and at short intervals, . . It is re- 
markable that they should have been actually adduced 
vby learned physicians as furnishing a proof that 





tartar emetic is not a poison, and is not likely to destroY 
life!” One reason for the slight effect of large doses» 
which led to this curious notion, Dr. Taylor afterwards 
explains (p. 457) is the violent emetic property of the 
poison, leading to the early expulsion of the greater part 
from the stomach. The idea seems, however, now to be 
entertained in some quarters that the effect of a large 
dose may be to paralyze the stomach ; and the cases cited 
by Dr. Taylor, on p. 459, of men who took an ounce and 
about 200 grains, respectively, of tartar emetic seem to 
support this idea, for in neither case was vomiting 
immediate. In both cases the men recovered. 








General CarresponvVence. 


Tue ARRANGEMENTS OF THE CovRTs. 
Il, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—In my last letter I pointed out that it would be 
of great benefit to suitors, solicitors, counsel, and wit- 
nesses, if there was some absolute certainty of the place, 
and reasonable certainty of the time, of the hearing of 
any particular cause or action, and I suggested a means 
whereby this might be accomplished; I directed atten- 
tion to the circumstance that there appeared to be not 
less than 1,200 causes or matters to be disposed of during 
these (Easter) sittings, and I put, though without pro- 
fessing to answer it, the question, Have we enough judge- 
power? It appears that at least three of the judges have 
expressed opinions on this point, Mr. Justice Grove 
having predicted a dead-lock, Mr. Justice Blackburn 
having said that more new cases were added daily than 
were disposed of, and Lord Chief Baron Kelly having re- 
marked that we want three new judges and five new 
courts. The Times of Monday last contains a letter 
from “Equity Bar,” directing attention to the Rolls 
Court, saying that the present sittings contain thirty- 
three working days, that the Master of the Rolls had 
sat in his own court nine days, and according to arrange- 
ments then notified would sit only four days more, and 
that at the commencement of these sittings the number 
of effective causes in the Rolls Court was 88, of which 
49 were causes with witnesses. Speaking of the common 
law courts the Times said, on Monday last, that these 
courts commenced the sittings with 303 actions for trial, 
of which 90 had then been tried, 62 withdrawn, 15 
stayed, and 9 made remanets, leaving 127 to try from 
that list; that 240 had since been entered, and that at 
Guildhall there were 140 cases to try in nine days. The 
Times remarks, “ It is said that, if the business is to be 
kept down, it would seem that more courts must sit.” 

I am aware that it is almost impossible to lay down 
a hard-and-fast rule to be applied to all the courts 
equally, but there are certain principles which may be 
held in view and acted on as far as possible. I have 
alluded to the point of certainty of time and place of 
trial; I now allude to the point of getting to trial or 
hearing speedily, and on this I venture to say that I 
think that there are few members of the legal profession 
who have become awake to the enormous increase of 
litigation that would take place if decisions or trials 
could be had speedily, and who have not yet to Jearn 
that the principle of the “ nimble ninepence” is as ap- 
plicable to the business of the law as to any other 
business. People do not want cheap law ; what is really 
required is a speedy trial or hearing. At present, litiga- 
tion is a luxury that only the very wealthy can afford, 
and that only the bold and the reckless will indulge in ; 
for it is a fact well known to every solicitor that differ- 
ences are continually settled on any terms, even to the 
abandonment of just claims, rather than enter the portals 
of the temple of justice. But if a man knew that he had 
& reasonable probability of getting his case heard in (say) 
three months, and, if there was an appeal, of getting 
final judgment in (say) three months more, the number 
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of actions in the High Court of Justice would increase 
enormously, for I repeat that, especially amongst com- 
mercial men, it is not cheap but speedy law that is re- 
quired. It is patent to every one that, under present 
arrangements, it is frequently quite impossible to know 
where or when a case may come on, or how often it may 
be postponed through the absence of a judge on other 
duties; I, however, venture to state, in the interest 
of the public, that the courts of first instance 
should receive the first attention, and that these courts 
of first instance should be in number sufficient to enable 
all the causes or actions set down for hearing or trial 
prior to the commencement of any sittings to be disposed 
of during such sittings, and, if such business has been 
disposed of prior to the termination of the sittings, 
that causes or matters subsequently set down should be 
proceeded with es time may permit. The procedure of 
the Judicature Acts enables any cause or action to be 
ready for hearing or trial in much less than three months 
from the issue of the writ—though complicated causes, 
such as those involving alleged commercial frauds, may 
require longer time for preparation ; but this preparation 
is as to evidence, and has nothing to do with the pro- 
cedure of the court. One cause that has delayed business 
in the Chancery Division, to a great extent, has been 
vivd voce evidence, with which neither the chancery 
judges nor counsel are as familiar as they will have to be- 
come, and unless the procedure of the courts is pretty 
closely watched it will, I fear, be found that the fusion 
of law and equity is a delusion, and that the courts will 
relapse into their old habits, a strong tendency in this 
direction having more than once been manifested. 
That the courts, as at present arranged, are unable to 
dispose of the business with sufficient rapidity is clear. 
More courts of first instance we must have, or the amourt 
of litigation must be reduced, and as this latter is not 
likely to occur, the former is the only alternative. 

In my last I endeavoured to establish the proposition 
that there should be a certainty of the place, anda 
reasonable certainty of the time, of hearing any cause or 
action; I have now sought to establish the further prop- 
osition thatthe number of the courts of first instance 
should be sufficient to enable them, during every sittings, 
to dispose of all the business set down for hearing or 
trial. OxsERVER. 
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The Lord Chief Justice was able to preside in the Queen’s 
Berch Division at Westminster on Thursday. 


In reply to a question put by Mr. Cole in the House of 
Commons on Thursday respecting the assizes, the Attorney- 
General said—In my view, the courts of assizes of oyer and 
terminer and gaol delivery are certainly parts of the High 
Court of Justice, and may be made subject to rules framed 
under the Judicature Acts, | With respect to whether, as 
the Trinity Sittings end on the 8th of August, it would not 
be proper for the judges to sit upon circuit after that day, | 
do not quite understand the proposition. If it is intended 
to ask me whether it would be illegal for the judges to sit 
on circuit after that day, I should answer that I do not 
think it would be; but if it is wished that J should express 
an opinion whether, having regard to the requirements of 
public business and other cireamstanees, it would be proper, 
suitable, and convenient that the circuits should not continue 
beyond the date in question, I must answer that upon this 
point the judges are far better able to form an opinion than 
Iam. With respect to the second part of the question, I 
have already said that I do not think it will be illegal to try 
canses or prisoners after the 8th of Angust, and therefore it 
will not be necessary for me to give advice to the Govern- 
ment on the subjeet. As to the remaining portion of my 
hon. and learned friend's question, I may remark, that the 
long vacation has been considered to begin on the 10th of 
August and to lest to the 24th of October. If, then, the 
arrangements contemplated sre carried out, the long 
vacation will quastiontiy remain the same as before, but 
gentlemen practisin 
generally lasted till 
than usual, 


on cirevite where the business has 
in August will get a longer holiday 





THE ROLLS COURT. 


Ture has been a good deal of correspondence during the 
week on the inconvenience occasioned by the closing of the 
Rolls Court on four days in the week. “ Equity Bar,” writing 
tothe Times, says :—This court has been closed four days » 
week for the last fortnight to enable the Master of the Rolls 
to preside in the division of the Appeal Court engaged in 
hearing common law appeals, and it has been intimated 
that he will probably be employed four days a week for the 
next three weeks, to work off the arrears of appeals from the 
common law divisions. In other words, the Rolls Court is. 
closed for about a month at the busiest period of the legal 
year, and the administration of justice to the suitors in it is 
denied because a judge of first instance is required by the 
Judicature Act to be a judge of appeal at the same time. 

The evils and inconveniences to the public consequent 
upon this state of things were foreseen and forcibly pointed 
out by the present Lord Chancellor, who, on the 1st 
of May, 1873, in commitiee upon the Supreme Court of 
Judicature Act, addressed the House of Lords in these 
terms :— 

‘¢ Continuing in the common law courts five judges and 
reducing the number of judges in the Court of Chancery 
from seven to four appears to me to be a violent change, but 
the change is really greater than even section 31 would lead 
your lordships to imagine, because looking merely at that 
section it might be supposed that the Master of the Rolls 
would continue to beas he is now, a primary judge, dispos- 
ing of business coming before the Court of Chancery in the 
first instance. But that would be a delusion, because 
another section takes the Master of the Rolls and makes him 
a member of the Court of Appeal. I have no objection to 
his being dealt with in that way ; it isa very proper course 
to take with a judge in his high position ; but I must state 
to your lordships that it is wholly out of the question that 
the Master of the Rolls can perform the double functions of 
a member of the Court of Appeal and a judgeof primary 
jurisdiction in the Court of Chancery.” 

And then, after a complimentary reference to the late Lord 
Romilly, who was present, and his capacity to get “‘ through 
as much business as any other judge and a half,” Lord 
Cairns continued :— 

“ Now, that being so, I appeal to my noble and learned 
friend, and ask him this question, Would it be possible for 
the Master of the Rolls, continuing to sit as a primary 
judge in the Court of Chancery, and disposing of the busi- 
ness he has hitherto disposed of, to perform, also, the func- 
tions of a judge of appeal in the appellate court to be 
created under this Bill? Your lordships will remember 
that the judges of the Court of Chancery sit continuously, 
except during vacations, and if you withdraw one of them 
from his court you stop the business of the court, you sus- 
pend the operations of the! bar in that court, and you 
interrupt the business of the suitors, which causes, not 
only a great loss of time, but a very great waste of money. 
I am aware that my noble and learned friend has been 
accustomed to sit in a court of appeal—the Judicial Com- 
mittee of the Privy Council—but I believe I am correct in 
saying that the occasions on which he has done eo were 
periods of vacation in the Rolls and other courts. Iam 
confident, however, that, as general rule, you cannot have 
the Master of the Rolls performing the functions of » 
member of the Court of Appeal. It is clear that there 
should be no superfinous or ornamental members of the new 
appellate court—the attendance, the constant attendance, 
of all the members will be required—so that, as the Bill 
stands, the Chancery Division of the High Court of Jus- 
tice will consist of nominally four members, but in reality 
only three, because the Master of the Rolls will be taken 
away to serve as one of the members of the Court of 
Appeal, Jt is quite true that when the Judicature Com- 
mission considered the subject they recommended that the 
Master of the Rolls should be a member of the Court of 
Appeal, but they recommended also that an additional 
Vice-Chancellor should be substituted as a judge of the 
first instance for the Master of the Rolls, They held it 


impossible for the Master of the Rolls to perform the 
functions of a primary judge, and at the same time act as 
a member of the Court of Appeal, and therefore they 
recommend that an additional Vice-Chancellor should be 
appointed asa substitute for him in the Court of Chan- 
cery.” 
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Lord Selborne, on the same occasion, said that he agreed 
with Lord Cairns that 

‘* There ought to be four effective courts of first in- 
stance in the Court of Chancery. But here I confess my 
views are not similar to those of my noble and learned 
friend. I think that, under the Bill as proposed by the 
Government, the Master of the Rolls would be as effective 
a judge of first instance as he is at present. It is quite 
true that he, like the two Chief Justices and the Lord 
Chief Baron, would be also a member of the Court of 
Appeal; but it would not be in contemplation that he 
should be constantly withdrawn from the Rolls Court to 
sit in the Court of Appeal, but only that he should come 
there when it should appear, under particular circum- 
stances, to be practicable and desirable. I believed, and 
still believe, judging from experience, that the duties he 
would have to perform in the Court of Appeal might be 


found consistent with the effective discharge of the duties 


of his own court.” 

The observations above quoted were made with reference 
to the ultimate Court of Appeal eontemplated by the Judi- 
cature Act, 1873, but they apply in principle to the inter- 
mediate Court of Appeal established by the Act of 1875, 
and a very few facts will make it apparent which of the 
noble and learned lords is the best prophet. The present 
sittings, omitting the Queen’s birthday and Sundays, ex- 
tend over thirty-three days. The Master of the Rolls has 
sat in his own court nine days, and according to the present 
arrangements will only sit four more—that is to say, 
thirteen days out of thirty-three. Can it be said that while 
he gives up twenty days out of thirty-three to the Appeal 
Court, the duties he has to perform in the Court of Appeal 
**are consistent with the eflective discharge of the duties of 
his own court ?” 

At the commencement of the present siftings the number 
of appeals from the three common law divisions was forty- 
nine, while the number of effective causes waiting for hear- 
ing in the Rolls Court was eighty-eight, of which forty-six 
were causes with witnesses (twenty-five similar caus°s hav- 
ing just previously been transferred to the court of Vice- 
Chancellor Bacon), and the court in which there is the most 
work, and in which only one judge can sit, is closed that 
he may sit in another court in which there is less work, 
and in which other judges can sit. This is the result brought 
about by the Judicature Acts, notwithstanding the warning 
of the present Lord Chancellor ; and if a remedy for the 


- existing scandal—for that is what a denial of justice to 


suitors in a court of justice amounts to—cannot be im- 
mediately found by the judges, the public will look to the 
Government for it. 


“Lex” adds:—Your correspondent ‘‘ Equity Bar” has, 
in his very temperate letter, understated the inconvenience 
arising from the closing of this court. The introduction 
of oral testimony in chancery causes has practically 

uadrupled the time occupied in hearing them, and thus the 
delay to suitors, foreseen by Lords Cairns and Selborne,isfour 
times as great as those learned lords imagined it would be. 
In fact, if faith is to be kept with the public in relation to 
the promises ef a speedy determination of suits, which it 
was said the new system of the Judicature Acts was to bring 
about, it will be absolutely necessary that, instead of tak- 
ing a judge away from, a judge or judges should be added 
to, the Chancery Division. Why should the common law 
divisions have eighteen and the Chancery Division but four 
judges? The bulk of common law actions are concerned 
with sums under £300. With a comparatively small excep- 
tion, actions in chancery relate to sums or property valued 
above £1,000. Yet, in the latter case, questions of law, 
often of considerable difficulty, and nearly always involved 
in facts of great intricacy, are disposed of by a single judge, 
while in the former case three judges are required for a de- 
cision. Is there not something calling for improvement 
here ? 

One word more. If the public is to be satisfied, any mere 
temporary augmentation of the chancery staff will be use- 
less. A temporary court, with a temporary bar, present 
only when not engaged elsewhere, will only bring to the 
Chancery Division evils from which it is at present free. 
Cheap expedients—witness the now refereces—are always the 
dearest in the end. We are, and aro proud of being, a law- 
abiding people. A satisfactory administration of justice 
is the best security for our continuing to maintain that 
character. 


Sucieties. 
LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


Institution on Tuesday last the question discussed was as 
follows:—“ Is the fact that a consignor of goods has expressly 
made himself liable to pay the carriage of itself sufficient to 
entitle the consignor to bring an action against the carrier 
for non-delivery ?” The question was ultimately decided in 
the negative by a majority of two. The cases referred to on 
the point are found collected in Dicey on Parties to an 
un p. 89, and also in the Soxicrrors’ JourNAL (vol. 19, 
p. 431. 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 

A meeting of this society was held on Wednesday last. 
Mr. E. Dean, L.L.B., opened the subject for debate in the 
affirmative, viz., ‘‘ A. bores ahole in B.’s cistern ; the water 
contained in the cistern escapes and causes damage to C.’s 
property. Can C, sue B. for the damage ?”’ Mr. Shirley Shir- 
ley, B.A., supported the negative. The cases of Rylands v. 
Fletcher (L. R. 3 H. L. 330) and Nichols v. Marsland (23- 
W. R. 693) were read. Several members subsequently 
addressed the society, and in the end the majority of them 
were in favour of the negative. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 

At a meeting of this society held on the 16th of May, 
W. H. B. Rosher, Esq., barrister-at-law, in the chair, the 
following question was discssued :—“ A. and B., tenants of 
different premises under the same landlord, agree verbally 





whole from the landlord and then-divide afterwards. A-~ 
accordingly instructs a solicitor to arrange terms with the 
landlord, and a correspondence ensues, the efiect of which 
B, is made acquainted with by A. B., however, without 
the knowledge of A. or the solicitor, arranges with the land- 
lord to purchase the whole on his own behalf. Is B. 8 
trustee of one moiety of the premises for A.?” The voting 
was in favour of the negative. 

At a meeting held on Tuesday evening last, Jacob Row- 
lands, Esq., in the chair, a debate took place upon the fol- 
lowing question :—-‘‘ A. bores a hole in B.'s cistern; the 
water contained in the cistern escapes, and damages property 
of C. Can C. sue B. for the damage?’’ The voting was in 
favour of the affirmative. 





LAW AMENDMENT SOCIETY. 


At the ordinary meeting of this society held on Monday 
last at their rooms in Adam-street, Mr. Forsyth, M.P., in 
the chair, a paper was read by Mr. E. L. O'Malley on the 
Bill to amend the law relating to the liability of employers 
for injuries negligently caused to persons in their em- 
ployment. The paper, after referring to the importance 
of the subject, in consequence of the extension of 
machinery, proceeded to deal more particularly with the 
Bill introduced in the present session by Messrs. 
Macdonald, Meldon, and Bass, and Dr. Cameron. The 
writer disoussed various decisions, and concladed with the 
opinion that the Bill would not improve the position of 
the workmen; that, as a whole, they would be worse off 
under it than they now were. The question, however, 
was one on which the workmen had a right to be heard 
and to the discussion of which no one could oppose any 
semblance of objection. The termination of the paper 
led to a discussion, in which a great variety of opinion 
was expressed. The thanks of the meeting were given 
to the writer for his able paper. 


ee 


SOCIETY OF ATTORNEYS AND SOLICITORS 
OF IRELAND. 

The general half-yearly meeting of this society was held in. 

the Soltcitors’ Hall, Four Coosta, 0 the 12th of May. The 

senior vice-president, Mr. W. J. Cooper, occupied the 

chair. ‘ 
The Cuatrman, having alluded to the melancholy cir- 

cumstances under which he took the chair, said there was 





an important matter that, perhaps, he ought to make some 


At the weekly aC oa this society held at the Law 
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allusion to—namely, the proceedings that had taken place 
in connection with the Judicature Amendment Act of last 
session—llth ord.—by which writs issued out of West- 
minster were being served in this country. Hecould assure 
them the council had given an enormous amount of time and 
consideration to the subject. It was a provision that in- 


volved the interests of the nation and people of the country 


a great deal more than it did those of the profession. Ev 
possible exertion had been made on the part of the council 
to discharge their duty in the matter, and the indications 
were at present very favourable to their views and the re- 
dressing of this great wrong. Two membersof the council 
had gone over to London as a deputation, and had seen 
those in authority on the subject, and their representations 
had been received in a very favourable manner. The 
council would continue strenuously and steadily to look 
after the interests of the profession, and also of the public 
in the matter, which were much more involved than theirs. 
They were in communication with the Incorporated Society 
of Solicitors in Scotland, which had evinced a great deal of 
activity and interest in reference to the subject—in fact, it was 
a question in which the Scotch and Irish people were equally 
concerned, and it was expected that by acting in concert 
redress would be granted. Having regard, however, to the 
irreparable loss they had so recently sustained, it was, per- 
haps, desirable that no discussion should arise upon the 
subject at present, but, of course, he was there to hear any 
gentleman who had anything to say or suggest. 

Mr. Grorce SHANNON said he took that, the first, oppor- 
tunity that had presented itself to bring forward the 
subject of the irreparable loss they had sustained in the 
death of Sir Richard Orpen. Without any further preface, 
he would propose the following resolution, which he thought 
emanated better from an outsider, as showing the feeling 
of the profession generally upon the subject :—‘‘ That the 
Incorporated Law Society of Ireland at this, its first 
public meeting since the death of its president, Sir Richard 
J. T. Orpen, do place on record the deep regret of its 
members, and its sense of the irreparable loss it has suffered 
by his decease, and the society hereby tenders its hearty 
condolence to the family of the late president in their recent 
bereavement.” 

Mr. Zpwarp M‘Gavran had very great pleasure in 
seconding the motion, which was passed unanimously. 

Mr. SHannon said that with reference to the 11th ord. 
of the English Judicature Act, the profession had had no 
opportunity in public meeting of dwelling on the extreme 
hardship that was involved, and the unconstitutional prin- 
ciple that had been foisted into the English Judicature Act. 
They must attract attention to the point. As to the 
Judicature Act for Ireland, it was now brought forward 
in a shape that was as objectionable as reprehensible, 
and as defective as was the Bill presented to them two 
years ago. They must take prompt action on this Bill, 
and it was only by public meetings that they could bring 
the force of fick legal opinion to bear on the Govern- 
ment of the country. There never had been presented 
to the attention of the legal profession in Ireland a more 
dangerous, sweeping, or vital enactment than the County 
Courts Bill for Ireland. He trusted that the council would 
call a meeting at once to express their opinions on these 
matters. 


Mr. Rocne eaid that active measures had been taken 
by the council in reference to these measures, and 
more active measures were in progress. If a public meet- 
ing was neceseary, the gentlemen outside the council 
could, by a very simple process, effect that object. It 
would be wrong, however, to let it go abroad that active 
measures had not been taken with reference to the Bills 
Mr. Shannon bad alluded to. 

Mr. Wu. Pixpvater regretted that Mr. Shannon did not 
take the trouble of communicating with the council before 
be made what be (Mr. Findlater) considered his extremely 
injudicious speech under the circumstances. Surely he 
might have given the conncil credit for the exercise of 
some discretion or jadgment in the matter? What was 
the use of calling s public meeting and talking? Did they 
not see that every step they took as men was 
looked upon as taken in their own intereste? He was 
afraid it was rather late to take to g the principle 
of the Jadicatare Bill now. It had tolerably well 


considered in the case of England, and be could not at all 
agree with Mr, Shannon that the results of the Bill were 
0 bad as he seemed to consider them. 





———~ 


Mr. Joxn GatLoway said the councii felt, in the matter 
of the County Courts Bill, that they should hold the 
balance between the county and the town practitioners. 
If the latter would be injured by it, it would not be at all 
to the extent Mr. Shannon anticipated. They did not see 
why an Act which had worked well in England would not 
work well in Ireland also. 

Mr. Ditton said he felt great regret at the course the 
meeting had taken. He had thought that the very melan- 
choly circumstances under which they met that day would 
have prevented them going any farther than the mere 
formal business the occasion required. It was certainly 
not a good time to bring forward what he, as an humble 
member of the council, considered as nothing less than an 
impeachment of the acts of the council for a long time 
past, 

Mr. J. Burke said that the extended jurisdiction given 
by the Civil Bill Courts Bill would not affect Dublin busi- 
ness 80 seriously as was contemplated, because under the 
civil bill court decree there would be no power to levy a 
judgment off the land. It merely gave a cheap mode of 
obtaining justice for poor suitors. 

The proceedings terminated with a vote of thanks to the 
chairman.—Irish Law Times. 








Appotntatents, Ete. 


Mr. Tuomas WitpMAN Barker, solicitor, of Southport, 
has, with the sanction of the Lord Chancellor, been appointed 
Deputy-Coroner for the West Derby Division of Lancashire. 
Mr. Barker was admitted a solicitor in Hilary Term, 1858. 


Mr. Tuomas FirzceraLp CALLAGHAN, barrister, has 
been appointed Governor and Commander-in-Chief of the 
Falkland Islands and their Dependencies. Mr. Callaghan 
is a graduate of Trinity College, Dublin, and was called 
to the Irish bar in 1854. He was formerly Barrington 
Lecturer in Political Economy to the Irish Statistical 
Society. In 1860 he was appointed chief magistrate 
at Hong Kong. He was Governor of Labuan and Consul- . 
General for Borneo from 1861 to 1867, and Government 
Administrator at the Gambia from 1871 till 1872. 


Mr. Gzorce Fettuax, solicitor, of Portsmouth, has bee" 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature, 


Mr. Apotrxavus Georcr Cuar.es Lippe.1, barrister, has 
been appointed Secretary to the Royal Commission on Unre- 
formed Municipal Corporations. Mr. Liddell is the eldest son 
of the Hon. Adolphus Frederick Octavius Liddell, Q.C., 
permanent Under-Secretary of State for the Home Depart- 
ment. He was born in 1846, and was educated at Balliol 
College, Oxford, where he graduated second class in classics 
in 1869. Mr. Liddell was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Trinity Term, 1872, and is a member of the North- 
ern Circuit. 

Mr. Joun Penn Mitton, solicitor and notary, of 
Penzance, has been elected Clerk of the Peace for that 
Borough, in the place of his partner, the late Mr. Walter 
Borlase. Mr. Milton was admitted asolicitor in 1864, and 
is now in partnership with Mr. Walter Henry Borlase. 


Mr. E. Everarp Savon, solicitor, of 50, Broad-street, 
Bristol, has been appointed, by the Lord Chief Justice of 
the Common Pleas Division of the High Court of Justice, 
a Perpetual Commissioner for taking Acknowl ta of 
Deeds by Married Women, in ant for the City and 
County of Bristol, and Counties of Gloucester and Somerset. 


Mr. Joszru Smiru, solicitor, of Birmingham and Wed- 
nesbury, has been elected Clerk to the Wednesbury Local 
— of Health, in the place of the late Mr. John Tandy 

yley. 


Mr. Frawx Tayzor, solicitor, of Barrow-in-Furness, has 
been elected Clerk to the Barrow Board of Guardians, and 
Superiotendent-Registrar for the new District of Barrow, 


Mr. Joun Warteon, solicitor, of 30, Coleman-street and 


92, Highbury New-park, has been elected Clerk to the 
Dyers’ pany, Dowgate-hill, in the place of Mr. Henry 
Batt, resigned. 
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Leqislation of the Week. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
May 18.—Pizr anp Harsour Orpers ConrrrMarion (Atp- 
BoroveH, &c.). 

This Bill was read a second time. 

Provisionat Orpers (IRELAND) CoNnFIRMATION. 

This Bill was read a second time. 

Pooizec LicuTHovse. 
This Bill was read a second time. 
Cuetsza Hosrirat Accounts. 

This Bill passed through committee. 

Supreme Court or Jupicarure (IRELAND). 

This Bill was read a third time and passed. 

May 22.—Vivisecrion. 

The Earl of Carnarvon, in moving the second reading of 
the Cruelty to Animals Bill, said the Bill was in the nature 
of a compromise. [¢ would secure a certain amount of 
Government inspection, bring the light of —_ opinion to 
bear, invoke theaid of the higher professional authorities, and 
lay down certain regulations. It allowed an exception as 
to the use of anesthetics, but only in most rare cases, and in 
these cases a certificate from certain professional authorities 
and the sanction of the Secretary of State would be neces- 
sary. As the prevailing rule, the animal operated on must 
be put to death the moment the influence of the anzsthetic 
passed away, if pain was suffered. An exception was allowed 
in this instance also, but only in the most rare cases and 
under precautions such as those to which he had just re- 
ferred. By the 6th clause any public exhibition of vivi- 
section was declared illegal. 7, Se 7 provided for a re- 
gistry of the place in which experiments by vivisection were 
conducted, and the following clause for a licence by the 
Secretary of State to any person whom he might think qual- 
ified to perform such experiments. Subsequent clauses pro- 
vided for inspection and reports. The legal proceedings 
under the Act were to be summary, with a power in the 
person charged to elect to be tried on indictment. In the 
case of summary convictions there was au appeal to the 
court of quarter sessions. By clause 5 there was an absolute 
immunity from vivisection in the case of dogs and cats.— 
The Bill was read a second time. 

Drvuceine or ANIMALS. 

This Bill was read a third time and passed. 

Srarure Law Reviston (Sunstrrutep ENACTMENTS), 

This Bill passed through committee. 


Pizr anp Haroun Orvers Conrirmation (ALDBOROUGH, 


&c.). 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Pooisec Ligurnouse. 

This Bill passed through committee. 

Cuetsea Hosprran Accounts. 

This Bill was read a third time and passed. 

May 23.—Buriats In CourcuyYarpbs. 

Earl Grey, in moving the second reading of this Bill, 
said it provided for the creation of burial boards in parishes, 
and provision would be made for effecting improve- 
ments in churchyards where such improvements were re- 
quired, without obliging the board to incur any ex 

_ when nothing was uired to be done.—The Bill was 
rejected without a division. 
Locat Government Provistonatn Orvers (Nos. 4 anv 5). 

These Bills were read a second time. 


Pootsee Licuruovss, 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
May 18,—E vemenrary Epvcarion, 

Lord Sanpon, in moving for leave to bring in a Bill 
further to provide for elementary education, explained the 
provisions of the measure, Profiting by the example of the 
Factory Acts, they intended that their course should be a 
very gradual one. eir proposals would not come to their 
maturity for five years, namely, till the year 1881, No 
child now eleven years of age would be affected. Under the 
Bill localities might have School Boards with all their exist- 
dng powers just as at present. The Agricultural Children 





Gusrilone wight fess tetova, Jost 00 Schesl Beasts sow 
i ight pass bye-laws, just as new 
could, for a parish, w the requisition of its inhabitants, 
providing for compulsory school attendance on full or half- 
time, but they would have no power to establish or main- 
tain schools. Much more, however, was wanted to secure 
instruction for all children. The Government, therefore, 
proposed that no person should be allowed to take into his 
employment, under the same penalty as was provided in the 
Factory Acts, any child under ten years of age, or any child of 
ten years of age and under fourteen, without a certifi- 
cate. That certificate might be one of two things. It 
might be a certificate either of efficiency in reading, 
writing, and arithmetic, or of 250 attendances in each of 
the five previous years at public elementary schools. The 
whole key of the present Bill was that, instead of its 
being the parent's interest to keep the child from school, 
and to dodge the compulsion officer, in order that he 
might earn a trifle, this Bill would alter the law, and not 
only make it the parent’s interest to the child to 
go to school, but to question the child how he was getting 
on with his reading, writing, and arithmetic, because he 
would tell the child, “‘I want the help and support of 
your labour as soon as you become ten years old.” Of 
course there must be certain exceptions to the clause. 
One standard lower would be accepted for a certificate 
where half-time had been secured under the Factory or 
Workshops Act, &e., and where any local bye-laws 
secured the attendance of children at half-time up to 
thirteen years of age. It would be necessary to accept 
reasonable excuses such as were to be found in the Edu- 
cation Acts. The clause, for example, would not be en- 
forced on parents or employers where there was no public 
school within two miles. The clause went on to make 
another exception with regard to the employment of 
children during the hay harvest, the grain harvest, and 
generally during the ingathering of the crops. The ques. 
tion then arose how the child was to get the certificate. 
It was proposed that the one certificate should be given 
by the teacher at examination, and that the State should 
supply a very simple card such as had been recommended 
by Mr. Redgrave, upon which should be stated the age of 
the child, and that this card should be given to him when 
he had either passed the standard or had made the proper 
number of attendances. He now came tothe enforcing 
authority. This would be in the first place the School 
Boards, which might continue to exist, and which would 
have the same power as at present of enforcing more 
stringent provisions than would be found in the present 
Bill. The other enforcing authorities would be the towa 
councils and the boards of guardians, both of which 
might, if they pleased, act by committees. In all the reg- 
ulated industries of the land, such as factories, work- 
shops, and mines, the Government inspectors and not the 
local authorities would enforce the Act. As to how secu- 
rity would be taken that the local authorities should 
examine any deficiency on the part of the employers and 
look after the children, he proposed that the same strong 
powers should be taken as under the Education Act. The 
Education Department had the power of declaring the 
School Boards in default if they neglected their duty, just 
as the Looal Government Board had a similar power in re- 
gard to boards of guardians; and if the provisions of the 
Act were not carried out it would be the duty 
of the Department to see that this should be done 
for a period of two years. The responsibility would 
then again fall upon the local authorities. There 
was another point of importance—the case of 
neglected children under ten years of age. Where it was 
found that it was necessary to interfere, the local authority 
would take steps with regard to ‘* wastrel” children ; and 
if no reasonable excuse could be given for absence, the local 
authority was bound to take this action—first, warn the 
parents of the wastrel children that they ought to be sent to 
school, or otherwise comply with the Act; and if the parent 
did not see that the Act was complied with he was brought 
before a court of summary jurisdiction. Here came in the only 
direct compulsion ia the Bill, The court might then order 
regular attendance in some school, and a fine of 5s, 

be imposed. But whether a fine was imposed or not, 
local authority t commit the child, on further deta 
to an industrial school, They proposed to give a lice 
a child after one month's seclusion, instead of after ei 
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months’, on condition of attending school. Now, as to the 
modifications which they had introduced. The Act would 
come into full operation in 1881. In 1877 children of nine 
years of age, and not those of ten, would be prohibited from 
employment. In that year the standard which the child 
would have to pass would be only the second, and the at- 
tendances would only be for two previous years. There 
were two or three subsidiary proposals. They proposed that 
the parliamentary grant in poor districts should not be re- 
duced unless it was twice as large as the income from local 
effort. In an ordinary district they gave £1 to meet £1 
from the locality. In poor districts £1 would be given to 
meet 10s. If a school’s maintenance was £120 now, they 
gave £60 grant to meet £60 fees, rates, or subscriptions ; but 
in poor districts for £40 of fees, rates, and subscriptions 
they would grant £80. With regard to existing School 
Boards, it was proposed to remove what was believed to be 
a very great grievance. At present if a by-vacancy oceurred 
in a School Board, it was obliged to go to the expense of an 
election; and there was this additional anomaly, that while 
the principle of cumulative voting came into operation at a 
general election, the effect of it was lost at a by-election. 
The cost of a by-election was also very serious, amounting 
in one town to £1,200 and in another to £1,500. ‘To obvi- 
ate this outlay and inconvenience it was proposed that a 
School Board should have the power of filling up a casual 
vacancy. It was proposed to try for five years an experi- 
ment the object of which was to provoke a sense of emula- 
tion and honourable distinction. The proposal was that if 
a child after the age of ten passed ia the fourth standard, and 
also had a certificate of regular attendance for the five pre- 
ceding years, he should receive what would be called an 
honour pass, which would entitled him to free education for 
the next three years.—The Bill was read a first time. 


Customs AND INLAND REVENUE. 

On the motion for going into committee on this Bill, Mr. 
Hvsgarp moved that it is inexpedient to extend the range 
of absolute exemption from income-tax to incomes of £150, 
and to extend the limit of partial exemption from incomes 
of £300 to incomes of £400, inasmuch as these additional 
exemptions would injuriously affect the equable proportion 
in which all incomes of like nature should be assessed .— 
On a division the motion was rejected by 241 to 121.—The 
House then went into committee on the Bill, but progress 
was at once reported. 


Apmiratty Jurispiction (IRELAND). 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Notices to Quir (InELanp). 
This Bill was read a second time. 
Customs Laws. 
Mr. W. H. Sutra introduced a Bill for the cousolidation 
of the Customs Laws. 


Prevention oy Crrues Act, 1871. 
Sir H. Setwin-Iseerson introduced a Bill to amend the 
Prevention of Crimes Act, 1871. 


Poor Law (Ineiann). 

Sir M. Hickxs-Beacn introduced a Bil] to amend the 
law for the relief of the poor in Ireland with respect to 
rating and chargeability on poor law unions. 

May 22.—Mezncuant Surprine. 

On the consideration of this Bill as amended, Sir C. 
AppexLey moved the insertion of a new clause making 
provision for siguals of distress, inextinguishable lights, 
and life buoys in passenger steamers and emigrant ships. 
—The clause was agreed to. 


Captain Pisa proposed a new clause providing 
that all applicants for examination «as masters, 
mates, and engineers, if of foreign birth, should 


produce papers of naturalization, showing that the appli- 
cant had been for three years previously in the exercise of 
the rights of  Britieh eubject.—The clause was negatived, 
ah were also others moved by Captain Pim relating to 
training ships, and providing that an action for damages 
might lie against an owner in case of death from his default. 

Mr. GovxLey moved the insertion of s clause after clavse 
5, providing that managing owners might require o yousel 
to be surveyed by the Board of Trade in the same way as 
ifs survey were asked for by one-fourth of the crew.— 
The clause wae negatived, 

Captain Pix moved a clause providing that British 





passenger ships making long voyages should be compelled’ 
to take on board disciplined men to teach fire drill, &c,— 
The clause was negatived. 

Mr. Sykes moved the insertion of a clause to provide that,. 
under certain circumstances, power should be given to 
reduce local light dues.—The clause was withdrawn. 

Colonel BerEsrorD moved a new clause requiring all 
merchant ships to carry rafts and other appliances for 
saving life, similar to that which he had moved in com- 
mittee on the Bill.-—On a division the clause was rejected 
by 178 to 85. 

Mr. D. Jenkins moved the adoption of a clause pro- 
viding that every British ship exceeding 100 tons 
register (with the exception of vessels holding a certi- 
ficate from or exempted by the Board of Trade) shall 
be provided with a certificate of classification and survey 
from Lloyd’s or some other recognized authority. What 
he ssked for was additional security against loss of life at 
sea.—On a division the clause was rejected by 98 to 60. 

On clause 4, Mr. MacIver moved to leave out the 
word “British.’"—The amendment was negatived.— 
Mr. Maclver proposed, clause 4, page 1, line 20, to 
leave out from ‘* misdemeanour ” to the end of the clause. 
—The amendment was negatived. 

Sir C. ADDERLEY moved, in clause 6, page 2, line 33,, 
after ‘‘detained,” to insert ‘‘ there shall be forthwith 
served on the master, agent, or owner of the ship a 
written statement of the grounds of her detention,” the 
object being that where a ship was provisionally detained 
notice should be given to the owner or his agent.—The 
amendment was agreed to, as were also the following 
amendments : in clause 6, page 3, line 12, after “‘ overload- 
ing,” to insert ‘‘and with the consent of the Board of 
Trade, where aship has been provisionally detained on 
avy other ground ;” and in the same clause, sub-section 
9, page 3, line 36, after “trade,” to insert “with the 
consent of the Treasury.” 

Mr. MacIver moved the omission from clause 11 of 
words providing for the detention of the ship upon the 
complaint of one-fourth of the seamen.—The amend- 
ment was negatived.—Sir C. ADDERLEY moved an amend- 
ment in clause 11, in order to render the provisions re- 
lating to ships detained at the instance of the Board of 
Trade similar to those which, under clause 10, applied to 
vessels detained by reason of the action taken by seamen 
complaining of the unseaworthiness of the ships.—On a 
division the amendment was carried by 122 to 68. 

Mr. RatHpone moved to amend section 13 by the addi- 
tion of words giving to the owner of a passenger steamer, 
in the case of an appeal from a survey, the same power of 
requiring the Board of Trade surveyor to make another 
survey, accompanied by an assessor, 48 was given in the 
case of a detained ship.—The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PiimsoLt moved an amendment in clause 18 for the 
purpose of preventing the shifting of corn cargoes coming 
from the Baltic and Black Sea ports. The amendment re- 
quired that not less than one-third of the grain cargo 
should be carried in sacks, bags, or barrels.—'l'he amend- 
ment was negatived.—Sir W. Harcourt moved to leave 
out the word ‘ British,’ proceeding to raise afresh the 
controveray as to grain cargoes and the desirability of 
embracing foreign ships.—The amendment was with- 
drawn,—-Mr. PLimsoLL moved to amend clause 18 by in- 
serting words to compel the officers of Customs on board 
ships carrying grain cargoes into porta in the United 
Kingdom to report: to the Board of 'l'rade as to the propor- 
tion of the cargoes carried in bags and sacks, and ag to 
whether the shifting boards were carried down to tho 
keelson or screw tunnel.—The amendment was negatived. 
—Mr. E. Jenkins moved to exempt from the operation of 
the clanse Canadian vessels not sailing to or discharging 
at ports in the United Kingdom.—The amendment was 
negatived. 

Mr. MacIver moved the omission of clause 19 from the 
Bill. —The amendment was negatived, 

Mr. Puimsoit moved the omission of certain words in 
clanse 20 with the view of the insertion of the words 
“deals and battens as deck cargo” after the word 
“timber;” the object being to prohibit the carrying of 
such cargo as dangerous, and thus practically the carrying 
of all deck loads of timber, in winter.—On uw division the 
amendment was carried by 162 to 143, 
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Mr. Purmsott then proposed the insertion in clause 22 
after the word “ centre,” of the words:*‘ in a position ap- 
proved as reasonable either by the builder of the ship or 
‘ome other independent and competent authority.”—The 
amendment was negatived. 

Sir C. ADDERLEY moved the omission of sub-sections 
1 and 8 of clause 24 and the insertion of words to the 
effect that where a ship has been provisionally de- 
tained the consular officer, on the request of the owner or 
master, may require that the Board of Trade surveyor 
‘shall be accompanied by such person as the consular officer 
may select ; that the ship shall be detained or released ac- 
cording to their report; that in case of a difference be- 
tween them the Board of Trade may act as if the requisi- 
tion had not been made; and that in case of an appeal by 
the owner or master to the Court of Survey the consular 
officer may appoint an assessor.—The amendments were 
agreed to. 

May 24.—Emptoyers’ Liasiity ror Insury. 

Mr. MacpoNnatp moved the second reading of this Bill, 
but on the statement of the Home Secretary that a select com- 
mittee would be moved for to inquire into the subject,’ Mr. 
Macdonald withdrew the motion. 


Witp Fowt Preservation. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


CrmunaL Law (Evipence) AMENDMENT. 

Mr. AsHLey, in moving the second reading of this Bill, 
explained that his desire was to enable prisoners and co- 
prisoners, or the wives or husbands of such persons, to give 
evidence on oath in criminal trials. Defendants in civil 
actions were permitted to give evidence, and he saw no 
aeason why the same principle should not be extended to 
criminal trials.—The debate stood adjourned. 

Irish PEEraGe. 

Tne House went into committee on this Bill, but pro- 
gress was at once reported. 

Coroners (DvBLIN). 

The House went into committee on this Bill, but progress 
‘was reported immediately. 

Cruztty To ANIMALS. 

Mr. Horr introduced a Bill to make more effectual pro- 
vision for the prevention of cruelty to animals. 

QuretiIne PossEssIONs AGAINST THE CROWN. 

Sir C. O’ LoGHLEn introduced a Bill to assimilate the law 
in Ireland to the law in England as to quieting possessions 
and titles against the Crown. 








Leqal News. 


The town-clerkship of the borough of Denbigh has 
‘become vacant by the death of Mr. Francis Wynne. 

The death of Mr, A.C. Bainbridge, first judge of the 
Rangoon Court of Small Causes, is announced. 

There has been so much anxiety about the rooks at Gray’s- 
inn that it is satisfactory to learn from a letter from “ One 
of the Garden Committee ” to the Zimes that there are now 
thirteen nests in the gardens, and the caw-ses are rather 
numerous. 

The Sydney Morning Herald announces the deaths of Mr. 
Justice Cheeke, one of the puisne judges of the Supreme 
Court of New South Wales; and of Mr. R, M, Isaacs, form- 
erly Solicitor-General of the same colony, and who had also 
held legal appointments in Antigua and Tasmania. 

There will be an examination in the Law School of the 
University of Cambridge on Saturday, the 10th of June, for 
two scholarships on international law on Dr. Whewell’s 
foundation; ‘I'he subjects of examination will be interna- 
tional law and moral and political philosophy. 

On the 18th inst., in reply to Sir C. O’Loghlen, the 
Attorney-General said that a Bill was in course of prepara- 
tion to give effeot to some of the recommendations of the 
Select Committee of last session on the Corrupt Practices 
Prevention and Election Petitions Acts, He hoped soon to 
be in a position to introduce the Bill, 

On Thursday evening in the House of Commons the Attor- 

ney-General stated, in reply to Mr, Whitwell, that the Lord 
‘Chancellor hoped to be able to introduce before Whitsuntide 





a Bill for the amendment of the Bankruptcy Act. If this 
were impracticable, the measure would be brought in after 
the Whitsun holidays. 

A telegram from Cadiz states that a British subject, Henry 
Pratt, has served eleven years’ penal servitude. His time 
expired two years ago, and five successive Spanish Ministers 
have declared him free, but have neglected to sign his papers, 
and he has just been moved from Melilla to Ceuta, still a 
prisoner, having served two years beyond his allotted term. 

Thenotaries in France are conveyancers and general men of 
business, but they do not practise in the courts. The Gazette des 
Tribunauz of the 20th inst. announces that the election of 
officers of the Chamber of Notaries of Paris has just occurred, 
and M. Thomas has been elected Doyen and M. Delapalme 
Président of the Chamber. 


On the 18th inst., in the House of Commons, in answer to 
Mr. Monk, Mr. W. H. Smith said the whole question of 
district registries in local courts of probate was under the 
consideration of the Lord Chancellor, before whose notice he 
would bring the view of the hon. member for Gloucester, 
that the abolition of local registries would cause great in~ 
convenience. 

A sentence of imprisonment for ninety-nine years was 
passed at St. Louis in April upon a negro who confessed 
that he had killed his wife. The St. Louis Republican states 
that he was allowed to avoid risk to his neck by pleading 
guilty of murder in the second degree; and there being a 
law of the State of Missouri that a person sentenced to im- 
prisonment for life can claim his discharge at the expiration 
= fifteen years, the judge passed a sentence longer than for 

ife. 

“Suitor” writes to the Times with reference to the state 
of business in the chancery offices, more particularly in the 
taxing masters and examiner’s offices. He states that in 
the taxing master’s office, owing to the long intervals at 
which appointments are obtained, it recently took from the 
beginning of November last to the end of April to tax the 
costs of asuit. In the examiner’s office the delays are no 
less serious. “Suitor’’ does not complain of the officers of 
the Court of Chancery, who work from ten a.m. to four p.m., 
but he submits that to insure the business being more speedily 
proceeded with the staif of officers ought to be increased. 


The Supreme Court of the United States, says the Albany 
Law Journal, has adjourned after having decided three hun- 
dred and thirty cases during the term just closed. But 
such is the pressure ‘of business upon this court that the 
cases now on the docket number more than nine hundred. 
If only three hundred cases are decided a year, it would 
require at least three years to dispose of the business already 
before this court. This fact alone, the Journal thinks, would 
seem to demonstrate the proposition that it is absolutely 
necessary to relieve the court by diminishing the number of 
appeals ; and this can be done in no way so efficiently, it 
believes, as by the establishment of an intermediate court of 
appeal. 

The Central Law Journal says that in a suit for damages 
against the Street Railway Company of Philadelphia, a j 
gave a verdict for 5,500dols. infayour ofalady whohadtos 
up, on account of the great crowd, and who, from rough and 
careless driving, was thrown down and had her knee fractured. 
The defence was that as she chose to ride in that way, she 
ought to have held on to the straps provided for the p e. 
To this the lady answered that, even if it had been possible for 
her to reach the straps, it would be very inconvenient and 


painful to her, and very injurious to her dress. The judge - 


charged the jury thai if the plaintiff with ordinary conveni- 
ence could reach the a, she was bound to do so ; other- 
wise not. The jury found in favour of the inconvenience to 
the above amount, 

In the House of Commons on Thursday evening Sir C. 
Russell asked the Home Secretary whether, having to 
the evidence given before the Committes on Foreiga 
and the numerous miscarriages of justice in criminal cases, 
it is the intention of her Majesty's Governmeat to make 
proposals for the appointment of a public prosecutor, Mr. 
Cross said—This ia a question which has for a long time 
engaged the serious attention of her Majesty's Government, 
and Iam quite prepared on their bebalf to submit a scheme 
for tho consideration cf this House whenever a proper 
convenient opportunity is afforded for its disoussion, Bat I 
must warn the House that they must not expect it to be a 
matter which will not cost money. Beyond the expendi- 
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ture incurred on behalf of salaries, the cost of prosecutions 
will, I have not the slightest doubt, be very enormously in- 
creased. 

Mr. M‘Laren, M.P., has obtained a return as to *‘ Judicial 
Expenditure,” which shows that in England, in 1873, the 
gross total expenditure was £1,227,273 18s. 7d.; the fees, 
stamps, &c., amounted to £900,144 5s, 2d.,leaving the net 
total expenditure £327,129 13s, 5d, In Ireland the gross 
total expenditure was £282,617 17s. 3d., and the net expendi- 
ture £211,935 10s. 9d. in Scotland, in the same year, the 
gross total expeaditure was £161,981 12s, 10d., and the net 
£145,978 5s. 7d. Inthe year ended the 3lst of March last, 
in England there were thirty-two judges, whose salaries 
amounted to £167,500, with an addition of ten annuities, 
amounting to £39,750, in Scotland, thirteen, at £42,300, 
with an addition of two annuities, making in all 
£46,800 ; and in Ireland, twenty-one judges, at salaries, 
amounting to £78,515 17s., with an addition of four annuities 
amounting to £12,697 8s. 8d. 

The cry of delay of justice has arisen in New Zealand. 
The New Zealand Jurist for March last says:—The pressure 
of business at the resident magistrate’s court, Dunedin, 
has frequently given rise to complaints on behalf of the 
legal profession and their clients ; but during the last month 
or two the pressure seems to have become greater than ever, 
and the complaints have become proportionately louder. 
Mr. Bathgate took occasion to mention the other day that 
the number of sammonses issued out of his court during 
the months of January and February last was 671. One of 
the solicitors present remarked that it was impossible to get 
a summons issued by the clerk without considerable delay, 
owing to the number of persons waiting at the door for the 
same purpose ; while another solicitor said that the bailiff was 
so overwhelmed with work that he could notserve all the sum- 
monses put in his hands, and consequently solicitors were 
obliged to employ special bailiffs at additional expense. . 








Zaw Students Sournal. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Equity Lecrvures. 

Mr. Dickinson’s lecture already appointed for Thursday, 
the Ist of June, has been unavoidably postponed until the 
following Wednesday, the 7th of June. 

May 24, 1876. E. W. Wi.u1amson, Secretary. 





Frvat Examination. 

List of gentlemen who passed the fical examination in 
April last :— 
Andrews, J. J. W. Garrett, 8. 
Baddiley, W. Gibb, G. 8. 
Baxter, F. H. Gregson, P. B. 
Beverley, W. Griffin, E. E. 
Bibby, L. R. Hallam, R. T. R. W. 
Bird, E. Halliley, C. B. 
Blaxland, C. W. Harris, C. H. R. 
Bollen, A Hawthorn, F, S. 
Brumfitt, G. Heath, W.J. J. W. 
Campbell, Hi. J. A. Henderson, H. W. 
Chadwick, C Hines, A. 
Christie, H. Hewell, B., B.A. 
Chubb, M. H. Hutchings, C. R. 
Cebbold, A. T. Tncledon-Webber, L. C. 
Cooper, F. 8. Inderwick, A. 
Coram, J. Inglis, C. J. 
Croft, W. B. James, J, J. 
Dance, W. Jenkins, C. A, 
Dawes, W. Johnson, R. B. 

i H. P Jones, D. E. 
Doyle, A. §. C. Jones, W., jun. 
Dransfield, J. H. Knight, W. F. 
Drinkrow, W. Langdale, P. K. 
sage a T. paneer - 
FAmundson, C. F. P Lowniste H. B. 
Farmer, J. 8. Lowe, W. RB. L. 
Fraser, &. 8. Lash, 8. C. 
Froggatt, H. Machell, H. L., B.A. 
Gadsby, H. f. Malcolm, D, R. 
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Marsh, H. A, Shirreff, L. 
Marshall, F Silvester, H. A. 
Miles, E., B.A Smith, G. C. 
Maller, W. Spieer, A. W. 
Nicholson, J. G. Stevenson, G. F. 
Noble, T. P. Threlfall, H. 
Norton, R. F., B.A. Tree, W. W. A., LL.B. 
Parrott, R. Trigge, H. 8. 
Perks, W. Tucker, W. E. 
Peters, H. A Walker, G. G., LL.B. 
Price, W. Waterman, W, G. 
Randell, T., B.A. Watts, B. H. 
Roberts, T. L. Waits, H. F. 
Robinson, G. M., B.A. Wilkinson, W. 
Radall, F. A. Williams, R. 8. P. 
Ryde, E. H. Wix, L. A., B.A. 
Shackles, G. L. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


May 26, 1876. 





INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 
Ditto 5 per Cent., Jaly, 80, 107 Ditto,5§ per Cnt., May,’79, 895 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cents, 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. 88, 1025 April, ’64 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent, , Aug. 73 
Ditto Evfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent.85 | Do. Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
2nd Kuf. Pr., 5 per C., Jan.’72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


3 per Cent. Consols, 954 Annuitiss, April, ’s5, 0} 

Ditto for Accoant, June 1,955 | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

Do 3 per Cent. Reduced, 933 Ex Bille, 21000, 24 per Ct.12 pm. 
New 4 per Cent., 933 Ditto, £500, Do, 12 pm. 

Do. 34 perCent., Jan, °94 Ditto, 2100 & £200, ]2 pm, 

Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stook. — per 
Do. 5 per Cent,, Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year), 253 
Annuities, Jan, *80 — Dittc for Account, 





RAILWAY STOCK. 






















































Railways. Paid.|Closing Prive. 
Stock) Bristol and Exeter 100 140 
Stock Caledonian 100 106 
Stock|Glasgow and South-Western » 100 97 
Stock/Great Eastern Ordinary Stock eessccorsssserese 100 374 
Stock|Great Northern 100 1294 
Stock! Do., A Stock* 100 1304 
Stock Greut Southern and Western of Ireland ...... 400 — 
Stock Great Western—Original........ 100 105 
Stock| Lancashire and Yorkshire ........ 100 131 
Stock! London, Brighton, and South Coa 100 is 
Stock! London, Chatham, and Dover...... .| 100 20§ 
Stock|London and North-WesterD ....ccesessserseres | 100 136 
Stock|London and Sonth Western......ccsscseeesseeees | 100 | 123 
Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln ,......00++ | 100 62 
Stock| Metropolitan | 100 9 
Stock| Do., District | 100 403 
Stock! Midland | 100 1274 
Stock|North British | 100 91g 
Stock North Eastern... | 100 1493 
Stock| North London | 100 129 
Stock) North Staffordshire .........00000 aciilaabvticaiasi | 100 62 
Stock/ South Devon | 100 65 
Stock|South-Eastern .....0:4...-eccsseceseeeserersesesecesesee| 100 125 











*A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 





Money Market ann City INTELLIGENCE. 

The Bank rate still remains at 2 per cent. The 
markets have been in a very depressed condition. Foreign 
stocks have been principally affected by an uncasiness 
with regard to the Kastern question, Turkish stocks 
showing the principal decline. Home railways have 
fallen in sympathy with the foreign market, and also on 
account of the unfavourable traffic receipts for last week.. 
Consols close at 95] to 95} for money and account, showing 
# fall of 1 per cent. for the week. 





DEATHS. 
Isaacs—March 26, at Sydney, New South Wales, Robert 
McIntosh Isaacs, D.C.L., barrister-at-law, aged 61. 
Lancasten—May 24, at Westbourne-terrace, William Lan- 
caster, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, aged 72. 
MzLLon—May 16, at Blackpool, Joah Mellor, solicitor, Thongs- 


bridge, Holmfirth, Yorkshire, aged 30. 
dure ita 12, at his ae Hayton-park, suddenly,. 
Edmund Smith, of Liverpool, solicitor, aged 60. 
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ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 
By Messrs. Cuorton, Exvpuick, & Co. 
At Crewe.--Chesliive, near leton—The Moss End Es- 
tate of 341 acres, freehold—sold for £23,000. 
By Messrs. DeBENHAM, TEwson, & FARMER. 
At the Mart.—City of London—No. 2, Great Tower-street, 
freehold—sold for £7,700 


Nos. 11 to 14, Idol-lane, freehold—sold for £10,990. 

No. 7, Coppin’s-court, freehold—sold for £1,150. 

Berks, Burghfield—-Simpson’s farm, containing 60a. Or. 35p., 
freehold—sold for £2,750. 

p Wimbledon—Freehold building land, 153 acres—sold for 

5,000 

‘An inclosure of 54 acres vs for £1,350. 

South Audley-street-—A profit rental of $172 10s. per 
annum—sold for £1,010. 

Barnes—Freehold’ ground-rents of £157 per annum—sold 
for £3,905. 

Grove-cottage and Gordon-cottages, freehold—sold for £870. 

By Messrs. DRIVER. 

At West Hartlepool —Dasham. West Hartlepool—Tunstall 
Hall Farm, containing 23la. Or. 35p., freehold—sold for 
£18,500. 

At Middleton. —Yorkshire, Mickleton—numerous inclosures 
of land, containing 146a. 2r. 35p.—sold in lots for £8,380. 

At Gateshead.— Durham, Gateshead—freehold building land, 
area 8,546 square yards—sold for £1,800. 

At the Mart.—Chili—Three shares in the Carrizalillo Mining 
Company—sold for £18,000. 

'y Messrs. Jonas Paxton, Son, & CastTLe. 

At Thame.—Oxon, Chinnor—Several freehold farms, con- 

taining 697a. Or. 29p.—sold for £36,000. 
Mr. W. J. Perce. 

At Northampton.—Northampton, Grendon—Freehold farm, 

containing 108a, 2r. 34p.—sold for £7,270. 
By Mr. J. M. Port. 

At Market Harborough — Market Harborough, 

Oxendon House, and 52a. 2r, 26p.—sold for — 500. 
Messrs. Prickett & S 

At the Mart. —Haverstock-bill—Nos. 6 »oi 118, Adelaide - 
road, term 79 years—sold for £1,600. 

Muswell-hill-—Three plots of building land—sold for £1,470. 

Regent-stree:-—-The lease of No. 4, St. Alban’s-place, term 
14} pace for £100. 


near— 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Fripay, May 19, 1876. 
Nash, Wallis, Allan Field, and Francis Clanghton Mathews, 12, Queen 
st, Chenpside, London, Solicitors. March 3 
Sankey, Robert, Herbert Tritton Sankey, Test William Flint, and 
William Menry Dorman, of Margate and Ramsgate, Kent, Solicitors, 


May 9 
Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 


Fawwar, May 19, 1876, 
LimiTep in Caancery. 

Continental and Colonial Traders, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
prevented May 13, directed to be heard before V.C, Hallon Friday, 
June 2. Ashurst and Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Electric Power Company, Limited.— Petition for winding up, a 
May 16, directed to be heard before V.C, Bacon on May 27, Holmes, 
Clement’s lane, Lombard st, solicitor for tne tioner. 

Percy and Kelly Nickel Cobalt and Chrome 
Limited.—8y an order made by the M.R., dated May 6, it was 
ordered that the above company be wound up. Edwards and Son, 
Cloak lane, solicitors for the petitioner. 

County Pauatine oF Lancaster, 

Albert Land, Building, and Investment Company, Limited.—Petition 
for winding up, presented May 17, directed to be heard befure tha 
V.0. on May 30, Hankinson, Manchester, solicitor fur the peti- 


tioner. 
Turspay, May 23, 1876. 
Limtrep In Cuancerr, 

Coal Consumers’ Association, Limited,—Creditors are required, on or 
before July 1, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars 
of their debts or claims, to Arthur Cremer, George st. Thursday, 
July 13, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating oa the debts 


claims. 
Coleshill Coll Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C, 
be ary dated May 13, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up 
he above company be continued. Heritage, solicitor for the peti- 
weners, 
La cane | Crescent and Claremont Terrace Company, Limited.— 
on for — of the big winding up, presented Ma; 
16, dinected to be before V.C. Malins on June 2. Shaw a 
Tremelien, Gray’s yo square, agenis for Artindale and Artindaile, 
eonoy solicitors for the petitioners. 
ikstone Coa! Company, Limited.—Petition for wind 
presenta May 18, directed to be heard betore V.C, Malins on 
F il and Co, Budge - rew, Cannon st ome Se for Toy on 
ralaper yo Athton-under-Lyne, oe for r the potitioner 55 a <- 
Telegram Agency, Limi an mi he 
on oes May (3, it was ordered that tee velentenn winding up of the 
cuneeey be continued. Webb, Queea Victoria st, solicitor 
tioners, 





for the pe 


ron Mining Company, . 





Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
TogspaY, May 9, 1876. 
Abadam, Conrade Middleton, aye Car- 
marthen, Esq. June i2. Abadam v Abadam,V.C. Hall. Gwynne, 


Tenby 

Brownley, William, Marlborongh rd, St John’s wood, Gent. May 31, 
V.C. Malins, (Next of kin] 

Comber, sen, Andrew, Xe Jane 5. Grindrod v Hunt, V.C. Bacon 
Field and Weightman, Liverpool 

Cook, William, Finchley rd, Gent. Jane 9. Cook v Dey, M.R. 
Barnard and Co, Lancaster placs, Strand 

Oldham, Clement Jackson, Caliworth st,Gent. June 10, Oldham v 
Oldham, V.C. Malins, Gadsden, Bedtord row 

Peters, Ebenezer, Chesterton, Cambridge, Accountant. June 7. Adcock 
v Peters, V.C. Malins, Fetch, Cam! 

Simons, William, Harleyford rd, Vauxhall. Jane 5.° Simons v Preedy 
V.C. Malins. Imbert-Terry, Gresham st 


Wallace, William, Cardiff, Glamorgan, areal Jane 5. Wallace v 
Wallace, V.C. Bacon. Plews, Merthyr T. 
Welis-Cole, William, Newstead, Lincola, Gest. May 31. Wells-Colev 


Brown, V.C. Malins. Freer, Brieg 

Winstaal- y, Thomas, Liverpool, Auctioneer. June 1. Winstaxley v 
Angell, V.C, Malins. Jackson, Chancery lane 

Fatpar, May 12, 1876. 

Crask, Sarah, Stratford, Essex. June "1b. Janson v Mitchell, V.C. 
Malins, Carr, Basinghall st 

Davieson, Henrietta, Thomas’s Hote!, Berkeley square. June 12. 
Courtenay v Lewis, M.R. Lewis, Ely place, Holbora 


Fowier, Stanley, Cromwell terrace, Earl’s Court, Chemist. June 2!. 
Thomas v Fowler, V.C. Hall. Hewlett, Essex st, Stran 
Lowe, Kev Richard Thomas, Lea, Lincoln. June 21. Wollaston v 


Berkeley, V.C. Hall 

Matthews, Benjamin, jun, St Day, Cornwall, Esq. Jans 12. Matthews 
v Matthews, V.C. Bacon. Downing, Redruth 

Metcalfe, John, Northallerton, York, Printer. Metcalfe v 
Metcalfe, M-K. Walker, Northallerton 

Orion, Henry, Derby, Farmer, William Orton, High st, Peckham 
Sos and James Ortva, Old Ford, Victoria park. Juae 12, V.C. 

alins 

Powell, William, gy es Cardigan, Farmer. June 21, Thomas ¥ 
Evans, V.C. Hal Newcastle Emlyn 

Pratt, Mary Ann, Cauldech, Derby. June 8. Prattv Drewry, V.C. 
Malins. Gea-e, Lincoln's inn fields 

Staniforth, Benjamin, Nether Edge, Sheffield, Gent. June 12. Stani- 
forth v Tyrer, M.R. Tattershail, Shettield 

Walesby, Elmit, Lincoln, Publican. Jane 9. M.R. 

Tuespar, May 16, 1876. 

ha’ker, John, Bath, Somerset, Butcher, June 13. Alway v Chalker, 
V.C. Manns, Pentgrave and Hodgtinson, Furnival’s inu, Holborn 

Crowe, Alexander, Brighton, Sussex, Merchant. In the Uaited 
Kingdon, Jane 24; out of the United cS carey Ocs 31. Collyer- 
Bristow v Crabbe, V. C. Malins, Collyer-Bristow, Bedford row 

De Stacpoole, Marguret Mary Count Onslow gard Brompton. 
aoe a. De stucpocle v Seymour, V.C. Malins. Street, Linsola’s 
inn fields 

Frisby, Samuel, Loughborough, Leicester, Gent. Jane 7. Giles ¥ 
Jackson, V.C. Bacoa. Wooliey and Beardsley, Loughborough 

Horwood, Thomas, Maraworth, Buckingham, farmer, June 12. Mercer 
v Horwood, V.C. Hail. Shugar, Tring 


June 10. 





— James, Giay’s inn place, Esq. July 1. Bund v Green, 
-C. Hall 
Michell, Eliza, Shinfield, Berks. Jane 10. Farrar v Michell, V.C. 


Maiins. Carew, Southampton st, Bloomsbary 

Shelton, Harvey, Ledbury, Hereford,Gent. June 10. Shelton v Tay- 
lor and others, V.C. Malins, Masefield, Ledbary 

Fripay, May 19, 1876. 

Blades, William, Park Lodge, Horn-ey park, Accountant. — a- 16, 
Biades v Inman, V.C. Hali. Haigh, jum, King st, Caeap= 

Hester, William, Farnham Royal, Sacks, Baker. fmye “? Mills ¥ 
Coldwel', M.R. Beaaad, Farnival’s inn 

Dredge, Frances, Wallington, Surrey. June 19. Hughes y Hughes, 
M.R. Rye, Golden square, St James’ 

Eustace, William, Oakley, Oxford, Farmer. June 26. Eustace ¥ 
Eustace, V.C. Hall. Beyle, Meckienburgh squers 

Gill, Charies Pretty, Morcett, Rutland, Woolstapler. June 10. Gill ¥ 
Pridmore, V.C, Malios. Law, Stamford 

Lawrence, rem Ailsa park, Twickenham, June 13. Rainey ¥ 
Bernaru, V.C, Bacon. Neilson, Stone b: Lincoin’s ina 

Long, kdward, Chaxtall, Gloucester, Buteaer. Jama 19. Long v Lony,. 
M.R, Sheppard, Gloucester 

Maples, Henry, Spalding, Liacoin, Wine Merchant. June 20. Maples 
v Maples, c. Hail. Maples, Spalding 

Meakin, James, brook, -— Farmer. June 15. Meatkia v 
Wright, V.C. Mating, Heane, Newport 

Norris, Edward, row, June 20. Norris v Norris, V.C. Natl, 
Bowker and Co, Bedford ro# 

Sabin, Aon, Brignton, Saxsex. Juae 19. Browaing ¥ Sabin, M.R. 
Walker, cincola’s ian fields 

Smish, Niizabeth, Margaret st, Cavendish square. June 16, Smith + 

Stephens, M.R. Beiteiey, dew ony A 

Smith, William George, . Cavendish square, Gasfitter. 

MR. “Gykela, st Heles’s place 


June 16. Smith v Ste 
Tuttell, Senjamia, Nortwlik, Farmer. June 6, Wortley ¥ 
Gri tin, MR. Chitock, Norwich 


Sedat, May 23, 1876, 

a ey” Hoa wien © Octavius Beresfornt, Hawkhurst, Sure. Taly 
1, Annesley v Meare, V.C, Malins, Martineaa, es 

Coleridge, Charlies Sdward, ~— court, Temple, Barcist.r-at-Law, 
July}. Herbertty V.0. Hall. Walker, Lincoln's ian faids. 

Green, James, Queen Victoria at, Bq. June 20. Oliver ¥ Greea, VC, 
Hall, Devonshire, Fredenck’s — Ol Jowry 

Knott, ag oe tee ahaa Hiats. Juae 22, Loe v Caambders, V.C. Hall. 
Hellard, 

Taylor, Heary, Ties vate, Se Jane 20. Piowdea v Taylor, MR, 

tor, ~~ gr F Old Kent cé, z nm Ww 

Wr Wiliam, — eat rd, Gent. Jane rigtt © 

Baas, V.C. Mating, Hooker, Badge row, Caagea at 


at near, sunnah een tnocamhabatlenadivasnenanear aries 
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Oreditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Tuespay, May 16, 1876. 

Berry, Francis William, Dempsey st, Commercial rd east, Commercial 

Clerk. July 1. Poulter, Old King st, Deptford 
Berrett, Jane, Ipswich, Suffolk. July 1. Aldous, Ipswich 
Brydon, Thomas, New rd, Hammersmith, Gent. July 1. 

‘Gray’s inn square 
Burrows, Sir John Cordy, Brighton, Sussex. June 24. Black and Co, 

Brighton 

Druitt, 


Corbin, Anthony, Bransgore, Hants, Brick Maker. June 21. 
Obristchurch 

— Rosina Emily, Exeter, Confeetioner. May 30. Houlditch, 

eter 

Day, Harriet, Clifton gardens, Maida hill, June24. White and Co, 
Whitehall place 

Downward, Rev George Richard, Shrewsbury Castle, Salop. June 12. 
Sprott and Son, Shrewsbury 

oe Mary Ann, Rochdale, Lancashire, July 15. Jackson, Roch- 
d 


Coventon, 


a 

Goddard, Louisa, Charmouth, Dorset. July 1. Lee and Houseman, 
Salisbury 

Gore-Langton, Mary Aun, Bath. July 18. Bush, Bristol 


Halladay, William, Rawmarsh, York, Gent, July6, Branson and 
Son, Sheffield 
Jenkins, Mary, Christchurch, Hants. June 2l. Druitt, Christchurch 


Ravenscroft and Co, John st,’ Bedford row 

Leach, William, Blundell Sands, nr Liverpool, Esq. June 13, 
and Co, Liverpoo) 

Lenny, Charles, Park lane, Piccadilly, Coach Builder. June 13. Harris 
and Powe!l, Essex st, Strand 

Letheby, Henry, Sussex place, Regent’s park. June 24. Baylis and 
Co, Church court chambers, Old Jewry 

Lockett, Henry Cole, Burslem, Stafford, Grocer. June 10. Llewellyn 
and Ackrili, Tunstall 

Lower, Mark Antony, Enfield, Middlesex, Gent. June24, William 
Lower, New Kent rd, Newington 


Laces 


—. James, Sheffield, Slater. July 6. Branson and Son, 

Sheffield 

Marr, Richard, Thorpe Bassett, York, Gent. June 12. Whitehead, 
Pickering 


Merrill, John, Sheffield, York, Merchant. July 6. Branson and Son, 
Sheffield 

Nash, Robert John, Otford, Kent, Farmer. 
Co, Sevenoaks 

Parry, Alice, Sale, Cheshire. 
chester 

‘Parvin, George, Sheffield, Builder. July6, Branson and Son, Shef- 
field 


June 15. Holcroft and 


Jane 19, Chapman and Co, Man- 


e 

Phipps, Sarah Ann, Southwark st, Licensed Victualler. June 13, 
Gresham and Son, Basinghall st 

‘Robinsen, John, Thornley, Durham, Innkeeper, Jane 17, 
West Hartlepool 

Shaw, Henry, Huddersfield, York, Gent. July 1. 

June 12, 


Brunton 


Brook and Co, 
Huddersfield 
“Walker, Eleanor, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Swan and Arnott, 
Newcastle-upos-Tyne 
"Walton, Henry, Tipton, Stafford, Hair Dresser. Jurfe 24. Round, 
Tipton 
‘Wilkinson, Thomas, Scarborough, York, Waiter. July 17. Moody and 
Co, Scarborough 
Bankrupts. 
Fripay, May 19, 1876. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Drake, Charles, Reccles, Suffolk, auctioneer. Pet May 17. Worlledge. 
Great Yermonth, June 3 at 11 
‘Fenton, Richard, Dewsbury, York, Coal Merchant. Pet May 12. Nel- 
son, Dewsbury, June 15 atl 
Simpson, William, Bradford, york, Boot Maker. Pet May 17. Robin- 
son. Bradford, June 9 at 9 
Upron, Alfred, Lewisham High rd, Tailor. Pet May 16. Pitt-Taylor. 
Greenwieh, June 6 at2 
Tvespay, May 23, 1876. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Lioyd, John Michael, Railton rd, Herne hill, Clerkin the G. P.O. Pet 
May i9. Keene. Jane 19 at 11 
To Surrender in the Country. 
_Ashton,G W__ , East Retford, Nottingham, Cattle Food Merchant. 
Pet May19. Uppleby, Lincoln, June 9 at 11 
Beaumont, John, and Allen Johnson, Holmfirth Mille, York, Yarn 
Spinners, Pet May 18, Jones, jun, Huddersfield, June 8 at 11 
Farrin, John, Philip lane, Tottenham, Butcher. Pet May 18. Pulley. 
Edmonton, June 8 at 12 
Graves, John, Whitstable, Kent, Sail Maker, Pet May 19. Furley. 
Canterbury, June 9 at 2 
Hubbard, Charles Joseph, Ringford rd, Wandsworth, Gent, Pet May 
16. Wilonghby. Wandsworth, June 9 at i! 
Lawson, William, and Kobert Miils, Oldham, Lancashire, Coal Mer- 
chants. Pet Msy 18. Tweedale. Oldham, June 12 at Il 
Teggate, Richard, New Bolingbroke, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet May 17. 
Staniland. Boston, June 6 at 12.30 
Megee, William, and William Young, 8t George, Gloucester, Grocers. 
Pet May19. Harley. Bristol, Juse7 at 2 
Powlesland, George, High Wycombe, Bucks, Draper. Pet May 20, 
Watson. Aylesbury, Juce 9 at2 
“Walker, William, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Agent. Pet May 19. Wason 
Birkenhead, June 16 at 12 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Faway, May 19, 1876, 
-Chirol, M Vv T » Howick place, Victoria st, Westminster, 
Clerk inthe Foreign Office. Ma: 


4 
Goodwin, Alfred, Chippenham rd, Lesive rd, Builder. May 4 
King, Isaac Newson, Mildenhall, Suffolk, Miller. May 14 





Tuespay, May 23, 1876. 

Genese, Samuel, Liverpool, Jeweller. May 19 

Gough, Thomas, Wem, Salop, Coal Merchant. May 19 

Liquidation by ement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, May 19, 1876. 

Abbott, William Townsend, Upwell, Norfolk, Shoe Maker. June 1 at 
12 at offices of Ollard and Co, Union place crescert, Wisbech 

Aldridge, William, Tipton, Stafford, China Dealer. June 1 at 12 at 
offices of Travis, Church lane, Tipton 

Anderson, James, Sunderland, General Dealer, June 1 at 10.30 at 
offices of Hope, Bridge st west. Middlesborough 

Appleton, John, Gorton, Lancashire, File Manufacturer. May $1 at 3 
at offices of Robson, Br st, Manchest 

Bartlett; William, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Innkeeper. June 2 at 2 
at offices of Mason, Duke st, Whitehaven 

Boardman, Alfred, Atherton, Lancashire, Contractor. May 31 at 3 at 
offices of Taylor and Sons, Mawdsley st, Boltoa 

Briggs, Arthur Murkhill, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer. Jung 1 at 11 at 
offices of Gray, Albion st, Leeds 

Carr, Elijah Jennings, Newhiggen-by-the-Sea, Northumberland, Book- 
seller. May 29 at 3 at offices of Stanford, Collingwood st, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne 

Carreras, Christopher, St Benet place, Gracechurch st, Merchant. May 
30 at 3 at offices of Goldberg, West st, Moorgate st 

Clack, William Henry, Elgin rd, Paddington, Builder. June 7 at12 at 
at ofSces of Hamlin, Staple inn, Holborn 

Cleland, James Tory, Carlisle, Grocer. June 7 at 3 at offices of Wannop, 
Carruthers court, Scotch st, Carlisle 

Cohen, Moss, Sheffield, Tailor. June 3 at 11 at offices of Bennett, Mul- 
berry st, Shetfield. Mellor, Shettield 

Coupland, Mary, Bridlington, York, Licensed Victualler. June 2 at 3 
od the Vittoria Hotel, Queen st, Kingston-upon-Hall. Wray, Brid- 

ington 

Davidson, Robert Elias, and George James Davidson, Stanhope gardens, 
South Kensington, Merchants. July 17 at 2 at the Termiaus Hotel, 
Cannon st. Druce and Co, Billiter square 

Dodwell, Matthew, Coventry, Warwick, Watch Manufacturer. May 
29 at 11 at the Castle Hotel, Coventry. Jaques, Birmingham 

Donaghy, Owen, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Egg Merchant. May 30 at 11 
at offices of Ke eniyside and Forster, Grainger st west, Newcastle- 
upen-Tyne 

Edgar, James, South Shields, Durham, Draper. June 2 at 3 atthe 
Neville Hotel, Neville st, Newcastie-upon-Tyne. Bell, Sunderland 

Eley, Francis, Derby, Spar Manufacturer, June 1 at 3 at offices 
of Gretton, Corn Market, Derby 

Elwig, Daniel, St Ives, Huntingdon, Watch Maker. May 31 at 3 at 
offices of Dod and Longstaffe, Berners st, Oxford st. Day, St Ives 

Evans, Thomus, Llanelly, Carmarthen, Labourer. May 26 at 4 at the 
Athenzum, Lianelly. Jones, Liane'ly 

Fann, Augustine White, Bickenhaad, Cneshire, Hosier. Junel at 2 at 
offices of Harris, Univn court, Castle +t, Liverpool 

Gissing, Samuel Maurice, Stoke Ash, Suffolk, Miller. Jane 7 at 11 at 
offices of Gudgeon, Stowmarket 

Goodworth, Joseph, Leeds, Machine Maker. June 1 at 3 at offices of 
Malcolm, Park row, Leeds 

Gothard, Joseph, Stockport, Cheshire, Joiner. June 2 at 11 at offices 
of Rowley and Co, Clarence buiidings, Booth st, Manchester 

Griffith, Cadwaladr Solomon, Morfabychan, Carnarvon, Grocer. June 
lat 1 at offices of Jones and Jones, Portmadoc 

Gutteridge, William Lodge, Halifax, York, Confectioner. May 29 at 11 
at offices of Longbottom, Northgate cnambers, Halifax 

Haigh, John Bartholomew, Horbury, York, Stone Mason, 
3 at offices of Burton, Wood st, Wakefield 

Hali, Robert Chapman, Jarrow, Durham, Draper. June | at 11 at the 
County Conrt Office, Westgate rd, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Blair, 
South Shields 

Hammond, Charles, and Horace Lacey, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, 
Wine Merchants. June 1 at 3 at officesof Miller and Co, Bank cham- 
bers, Norwich 

Hardwick, George, Redcar, York, Builder, May 3/ at 12 at offices of 
Thompson, High st, Stocaton 

Hebblethwaite, Henry, Holmficsh, York, Saddler. June 2 at 3 at offices 
of Booth, Holmfirth 

Hibbert, Juhn, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Provision Merchant. June 8 at 12 
at the Royal Hotel, Cardiff. Waldron, Cardiff 

Hopps, John, Leeds, Hotel P.oprietor, May 31 at 11 at offices of 
Glover, Park st, Walsall 

Imray, William, Cricketfield rd, Clapton, no occupation. June 13 at 2 
at the Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Coleman st. Ashley 
and Tee, Fraderick’s place, Old Jewry 

Jackson, Henry, South Shields, Durham, Travelling Auctioneer. June 
1 at 11 at offices of Turner, Collingwo a st, Newcastie-upoa-T yne 

Jakobi, William, Ladbroke grove rd, Notting hill, Grocer. June 2 at 3 
at offices of Eves, Old Corn Exchange, Mars lanza. Heatifield and 
Son, Lincoin’s inn fields : 

Jenkins, Thomas, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Pork Batchor. June 1 at 
ll at offices of Grange and Wintringham, West St Mary’s gate, 
Great Grimsby 

Johnson, James Trubshaw, Woolwich, Kent, Engineer. June 7 at 12 at 
the Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn. Chester and Co, Staple inn 

Johnson, William, and Edward Johnson, Manchester, Fustian Cutters. 
May 30 at 4 at the Grey Mare Inn, Varley st, Miles Platting 

Kersh, Israel, Manchester, Clothier, Juae | at 2 at otfices of Rideal, 
Brazennose st, Manches’er 

Knight, William Charles, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Commission Agent, 
June 6 at 11 at offices of Langman, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Lathan, Thomas, Preston, Lancashire, Juiner, May 31 at 3 at offices 
of Forshaw, Cannon st, Preston 

Lewis, Thomas James, Monkwearmouth, Durham, Haberdasher. June 
1 at 1) at offices of Skinner, John st, Sunderland 

Ludwig, Gabriel, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Merchant. June 2 at IL 
at offices of Ingledew and Daggstt, Dean st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Maggs, George, Reading, Berks, Goal Merchant. May 31 at 11 at 
offices of Elkins, Forbury, Reading 

Mallalieu, William, and Thomas Shepherd, Oldham, Lancashire, 
a Makers. May 31 at 4 at offices of Hanchett, Union st, 

an 





May 31 at 
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“Marshall. Adam, Jarrow-on-Tyne, Durham, Watch Maker. May 3] at 
11 at offices of Turner, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon.Tyne 
VMecPherson, Joseph, Nottingham, Stone Mason., June 1 at 12 at offices 
of Well« and Hind, Fletcher cate, Nottingham 
Midgley, Theophilus, Batley Carr, York, Wool Merchant. June 8 at 
10.30 at offices of Scholes and Son, Leeds rd, Dewsbury 
Miller, William Henry, Clarence rd, Bow, Engineer. June 1 at 2 at 
offices of Harrison, Godliman st 
Morris, Charles, Newton st, New North rd, Box Manufacturer. May 
26 at 3 at offices of Knight, Finsbury 
Moss, James Heskin, Marlborough rd, Old Kent rd, Dyer. June 2 at 2 
at « fices of Hogan ard Hughes, Martin’s lane 
Murray, William, Lancaster rd, Notting hill, Gent. May 26 at 10 at 
offices of Parry, Basinghall st . 
Nobbs, Thomas Ellis, Shepherdess walk, City rd, Tailor. June 12 at 3 
at offices of Sturt, Ironmonger lane 
Ogden, John, Sheffield, Fish Dealer. May 30 at 3 at tha Commercial 
Hotel, High st, Sheffield. Pierson 
Outhet, Edwin Coulson, Scarborough, York, out of basiness, May 31 
at 3 at offices of Wellburn, Huntriss row, Scarborough 
‘Overend. John Gartside, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Grocer. May 26 
at 12 at offices of Wiltshire, Hal! plain, Great Yarmouth 
Pave, Henry, Couper st, City rd, Wholesale Clothier. May 26 at 3 at 
offices of Fulcher, Finsbury place north 
Parry, Evan, Liverpool, Draper. June 7 at 3 at offices of Barrell and 
Rodway, Lord st, Liverpool 
Phillips, Charles, Liverpool, Shirts Maker. June 2 at 2 at offices of 
Rogers, Lord st. Liverpool. Parkinson, Liverpool 
Phillips, David, Beaufort hill, Brecon, Grocer. June 2 at 3 at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Newport. Shepard, Tredegar 
Pleasants, Thomas, Wyndham rd, Camberwell, Baker, June 7 at 2 at 
offices of Brown, Basinghall st 
Pole, George, Aberavon, Glamorgan, Draper. May 29 at 2 at the 
Meckworth Arms Hotel, Neath. Price, Bristol 
Porter, James, Lower Park row, East Greenwich, Labourer. May 31 
at 2 at the Plume and Feathers, Park rd, Greenwich 
Richardson, John, Carlisle, Grocer, June | at 11 at offices of Bendle, 
Hodgson’s court, Scotch st, Carlisle 
Robinton, Robert, Middlesborough, York, Ship Chandler. May 29 at 
2 at the Queen Hotel, Leeds. Teale 
Rowland, Sarah Ann, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Milliner. May 26 at 2 
atthe Atheneum, Llanelly. Jones 
Russell, William, Hednesford, Stafford, Draper. May 30 at 11 at 
offices of Glover, Park st, Walsall 
Scholfield, Elijah, Prestwich, Lancashire, Joiner, May 31 at 3 at 
offices of Ritson and Grundy, Cross st, Manchester 
Shaw, John Prince, Middlesborough, out of business. June 9 at 11 at 
offices of Wilkes, Zetland rd, Middlesborough 
‘Shaw, Joseph, Thornby, Northampton, Licensed Victualler. May 27 at 
2 at the Angel Hotel, Bridge st, Northampten. Simmons, Bir- 


mingham 
Sbilton, William Alfred, Stoke Golding, Leicester, Publican. May 31 
at 12 at the Blue Lion Hotel, Granby st, Leicester. Bland, Nun- 
eaton 
Smith, John, Lower Gornal, Stafford, Horse Dealer. May 27 at 12 at 
offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Sockett, Robert Baugh, Tygwyn, Carreghofa, Denbigh, Retired 
Feurmer. June 1 at 12,30 at offices of Longueville and Co, Upper 
Brook st, Oswestry 
Bolomons, Emanuel, Steward st, Spitalfields, Hat Manufacturer, 
June 7 at 3 at offices of Lewis and Lewis, Ely place, Holborn 
Stephens, Jeremiah, Cardiff, Tovacconist. June 8 at 11 at offices of 
Jenkins, High st, Cardiff. Morgan, Cardiff 
Stone, Alfred, Ramsgate, Kent, Licensed Victualler. May 31: at 3 at 
offices of Dorman, VUhapel place, Ramsgate 
Taylor, Richard, and John Taylor, Barnsley, York, Builders. June 2 
at 1 at offices of Harrison and Sutton, Barnsley, Rideal, Manchester 
Tucker, David, Carmarthen, Watch Maker. June 3 at 2 at offices of 
Evans, Queen st, Carmarthen 
Tulloch, Hugh Walker, Clydesdale rd, Notting hill, Merchant’s Clerk. 
June 29 at 12 at offices of Miller, Clifford’s inn 
Van Weerden, Alexander, Houndsditch, Warehouseman. May 31 at 
8 at offices of Goldberg, West st, Moorgate st 
Walton, Mary Ann, Preston, Lancashire, Confectioner. May 31 at 2 
at the Temperance Hotel, Lune st, Preston 
Warner, James, Middlesborough, York, Innkeeper. June 1 at 11 at 
offices of Garbutt and Fawoett, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Whicker, John, Ottery St Mary, Devon, Baker, May 31 at 2 at the 
Castie Hotel, Castle st, Exeter. Jeffery, Ottery St Mary 
Wilkinson, George Wellby, Lowther arcade, Strand, Fancy Warehouse- 
man. June 5 at 3 at offices of Shiers, Burleigh st, Strand 
Weffindin, John Foster, Manchester, Merckant. May 29 at 3 at 
offices of Affleck, Fountain st, Manchester. Watts, Manchester 
3 Togspar, May 23, 1876. 
Adie, Francis, Bilston, Stafford, Grocer. June 2 at $ at offices of 
Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Aidaey, George, and John Parry, Conan’s Quay, Flint, Joiners. June 
9 at 12 at offices of Churton, Eastgate buildings, Chester 
Allen, Henry James, Liverpool, Boot Dealer. June 8 at 2 at offices of 
Hughes, Lord st, ated. age 
Ashcroft, Thomas, Salwick, Lancashire; Farmer. June 7 at 3 at offices 
of Blackhurst, Fox st, Preston 
Bates, John, Adwalton, York, Grocer. June 2 at 11 at offices of Terry 
and Robinson, Market st, Bradford 
Bell, William, Consett, Durham, Boot Dealer. June 5 at 2 at offices of 
Wallace, Hutton chambers, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Betts, James, Barrow-in- Furness, Corrugated Iron Roof Manufacturer. 
June 6 at 2 at-the Imperial Hotel, Cornwallis st, Barrow-in-Furness 
Bosworth, George, Stourbridge, Worcester, Fishmonger. June 2 at 10 
at offices of Prescott, High st, Stourbridge 
Braham, George, Ashford, er Licensed Victualler, June6 atl at 
the British Flag, Ashford inter, Folkestone 
Brett, Jchn, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, General Dealer, June 2 at 11 
at the Roya! Hotel, Crewe, Sherratt, Kidsgrove “ 
—r, bey pe gy t ; a, Russell equ Meat 
a . June 6 at at offices o! ede Gresham buildings 
Cave ae ma ford, G J 3 
'e, Thomas, Oxford, Grocer. June 12 at 11.30 at offices of Mallam. 
High st, Oxtord a ; 





Cherrett, Francis, Rhymney, Monmouth, Carrier. June 3 at Ll ye 
offices of Harris. Morgan st, Tredegar 

Clarke, Thomas Viner. Great Winchester st, Mining Engineer. June 7 
at 2 at offices of Htydon and Vivian, Sishopsgate st within, 
Kimber, Queen st 

Cook, William, and Edward Cook, Birmingham, Iron Plate Worker. 
June 6 at 12 at offices of Caddick, New st, West Bromwich 

Cordy, Joseph, Malmesbury, Wilts, Builder. June 3 at 3 at the 
Angel Hotel, Chippenham 

Counsell, John Webb Francis, Ross, Hereford, Bookseller. June 9 at 
12 at offices of Davies, Edge Cross st, Ross 

Cousins, Peter, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Coal Miner. June 6 atl 
at offices of James, High st, Merthyr Tydfil ~ 

Cratchley, Jesse Samuel, Leominster, Hereford, General Dealer. June 
6 at 11 at offices of Corner, High Town, Hereford 

Daniels, Jabez Jeffrey, Brighton, Sussex, Fly Proprietor. Juns 9 at 3 
at offices of Maynard, North st, Brighton 

Davies, Evan, Maindee, Monmouth, Grocer. June 7 at 12 at offices of 
the Bristol and West of England Merchants’ Association, Broad st, 
Bristol. Gibbs, Newport 

Davies, John, Charteris rd, Finsbury park, Builder. June 8 at 3 at 
offices of Baker and Co, Cloak lane, Cannon st 

Davies, John, Briton Ferry, Glamorgan, Boot Dealer. May 3l at 3 at 
offices of Salmon and Henderson, Broad st, Bristol 

Davies, Thomas Lewis, Newport, Monmouth, Provision Merchant. 
ee : at 2 at offices of Denning and Co, Skannon court, Corn st,, 
Bris 

Davies, William, Manchester, Timber Merchant. June 12 af 3 at the 
Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester. Storer, Manchester 

Dodgson, James, Northallerton, York, Builder. June 2 at ll at the 
King’s Arms Hotel, Northallerton. Milburn 

Edmunds, William, Northampton, Butcher. June 2 at 11 at offices of 
Jeffery, Market square, Northampton 

Evans, James, St Enolder, Cornwall, Mine Agent. June 8 at 12 at 
offices of Carlyon and Paull, Quay st, Truro 

Fells, Frederick George, Hitchin, Hertford, Draper. June 7 atl at 
offices of Reader, Gray’s inn square 

Feveryear, Robert, Harlestone, Norfolk,Grocer. June 8 at tt at the 
Swan Hotel, Harlestone. Page 

Ford, John, Birmingham, Edge Tool Maker, Junel at 10.15 at offices 
of East, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Gayton, John, Bethnal green rd, Horse Dealer. June 3 at | at 6, 
Argyle st, Regent st, Froggatt 

Geary. Elizabeth, Leicester. June 7 at 3 at offices of Fowler and Co, 
Friar lane, Leicester 

George, James Radford, St Austie, Cornwall, Travelling Draper. May 
31 at 3 at offices of Treverna, St Mary’s st, Truro 

Gibson, Osmund, and Charles Herbert Woodley, Southwark st, Isinglass 
Merchants. May 31 at 12 at offices of Moss, Gracechurch st 

Glanvill, George, Goldsmith st, Silk Merchant. June 14 at 2 at offices 
of Lovering and Co, Gresham st. Rooks and Co, King st, Cheapside 

ils, Joseph Davison, South Shields, Durham, Grocer. June 5 at $3 

at offices of Mabane, Barrington et, South Shields 

Hall, Robert Richard, York, Boot Maker, June 7at 10 at offices of 
Crumbie, Stonegate, York ’ 

Harris, John, Maidenhead, Berka, Publican. June6 at 3 at offices of 
Phillips, Gray’s inn square 

Hickman, Henry, Pocklington’s wa'k, Leicester, Boot Factor. June 
6 st 12 at offices of Harvey, Selborne buildings, Millstone lane, 
Leicester 

Holland, Henry, Dudley, Worcester. June7 at 11 at offices of Warm- 
ington, Dudley 

Hooper, Henry, Wells st, Albany rd, Camberwell, Carpenter, June S$ 
at 2 at offices of Chalk, Moorgate st 

Horner, Thomas, Middlesborough, York, Grocer. June 6 at 3 at offices 
of Dodds and Co, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Hunn, Henry Hannen, Topsham, Devon, Auctioneer. June 7 at 12 at 
Peyton, Bamptylde st, Exeter , 

Jackson, John, Keighley, York, Builder. June7 at 2 at offices of 
Wright and Waterwor th, Devonshire buildings, Keighley 

Jenkinson, John Henry Dixon, Sheffield, Chemist. June 2 at 1! at 
Offices of Clegg and Sons, Bank st, Sheffield 

Jolly, Hamilton Wiil, Shincliffe, Durham, Doctor of Medicine. June 
7 at 1! at offices of Sakeld, Elvet bridge, Darbam 

Jones, Richard, Swansea, Glamorgan, Plasterer. May 30 at 3 at office 
of Glascodine, Fisher st, Swansea 

Kershaw, Ralph, Manchester, Waste Dealer, June 8 at 3 at offices of 
Dendy, jun, Princess st, Manchester 

Kidson, John George, Bilston, Stafford, Grocer. June 3 at 10.30 at 
offices of Stratton and Rudiand, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

King, Hyam Esrael, Birmin; , Clothier. June 1 at 12 at offices of 
Cheston, Moor st, Birmingham 

Lee, John, St Thomas the Apostle, Devon, Innkeeper. June 7 at 12 
at offices of Toby, Castle st, Exeter 

Levy, David, Middiesborough, York, Jeweller. June 2 at 2 at offices of 
Teale, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Lewis, Thomas James, Mon kwearmouth, Durham, Haberdasher. June 
1 at offices of Hinde and Co, Mount st, Manchester,-in lieu of the 


place originally named 
Littlewood , George a, East Retford, Nottingham, Grocer. Jane9 


at 11 at offices of Ma i and Co, East Retford 
i, James Boyle, Liverpool, - sae June 7 at 2 at offices of Stephens 
an r, 


Danger, Cook st, Liverpoo 
Mann, George James, Ipswich, Suffolk, Clothier, June 7 at 12 at the 
and Brook st, Ipswich. Brooke 

Marshall, George, and William Wakerley, Birmingham, Jewellers. June 
3 at 11 at offices of East, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Matthews, Arthur, jun, Harwich, Essex, Surgeon. June 14 at2 at offices 
of Pollard, St Lawrence st, Ipswich 

Maxwell, Joseph, North Ormesby, York, Innkeeper. June 1 at 3 at 
offices of Addenbrooke, Zetland rd, Midd 

Maynard, Thomas, Newport, Monmouth, Commercial Traveller. June 

7 at 11 at offices of Tribe and Co, High st, Newport. Farr and Wade, 


Newport 

McCall, John, Swansea, Glamorgan, Draper, May 3! at 3 at offices of 
Glascodine, Fisher at, Swansea 

McCulloch, Hugh Thomas, and Henry Perrin, Mincing lane, 


Chemical 
Merchants. June? at 3 at offices of Nutt and Co, Brabant court, 
Philpot lane . 


ee si 
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Mickman, James Turner, Seaham Harbour, Durham, Innkeeper. June 
8 al 3 at offices of Bell, Lambcon st, Sunderland 
Miles, pene Yaxham, Norfolk, Imonger. June 7 at 11 at the 
King’s Head Hotel, Norwich rd, East Dereham. Oates, ham 
Negus, George Samuel, Charles st, St James's, Stationer. June 8 at 1! 
at offices of Shepheard and Sons, Finsbury circus 
Nelson, Jonn, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Stage Manager. June | at 
3 at offices of Draper, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Newton, Samuel Woodward, Lymm, Cheshire, Provision Dealer. June 
2 at 3 at offices of Nicholson and Co, Union st, Warrington 
Owen, ‘John, Aberdovey, Merioneth, Grocer. June 6 at 2.30 at the 
Dovey Hotel, Aberdovey. Jones, Aberystwith 
Owston, John, paie. yo — Maker. Jane 9 at 2 at offices of 
Robinson and rane ig “sede hiey 
Payne, Albion Alfred, Kingswood Hill, eon bw .Manufacta rer. 
May 31 at 2 at offices of Sibly, Exchange west, B 
Pike, James, Three Crowa equare, Southwark st, mort Merchant. June 
7 at 3 at offices of Butcher, Cheapsi 
Pollard, John, Macclesfield, Cheshire, Publican. June 7 at 3 at offic:s 
of Parrott and Co, Chureh side, Macclesfield 
Prinn, George, Ludlow, Salop, Hairdrasser. June 8 at 12 at offices of 
Weyman, Salop 
Alfred, Manchester, out of basiness. Jans $ at 3 at ths 
Wheat Guest Hotel, Feanel: st, Manchester. Horaer. Manchester 
Pugh, John, ohn, Reading, Berks, Innkeeper. Jane 7 at 2 at offices of Harri- 
son, Fowke’s buildings, Great Tower st 
Quarterman, Thomas, Handsworth, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. - ane 
8 at 12 at offices ot Hawkes and Weekes, Temple st, Birmi 
Rimmer, Arthur, Formby, Lancashire, Snde Maker. June 2 at ts at 
offices of Vine, Dale st, Liverpool 
Rogers, Henry, Portobello rd, Nottinz hill, Boot Dealer. June 15 at 2 
at offices of Watson, Guildhall Be 
Rossiter, Daniel, Gainsborough, Lincoln, Surgeon. June 3 at 11 at the 
White Hart Hotel, G h. Plaskitt, Gainsbo 
Rutty, William, Bramfelde , Clapham, Ship Broker. 
at offices of Cattlin, Guildhall "yard 
Scovell, Anne Elizabeth Soffe, Easticigh, Hants, Farmer. June 7 at 12 
at oftices of Coxwell and Co, Gioucester square, Southampton 
o—. Jobn, Marske-by-the- 3a, York, Grocer, June | at 2 at offices 
ney Commercial buildings, Middlesboreagh. Teale, Middles- 


boroug' 

Smith, Walter Fletcher, Lincoln, Watch Maker. Jane | at 11 at offices 
of Page, jun, Flaxengate, Lincoln 

Smith, William, South Shieids, Durham, Cabinet Maker, June 3 at 10 
at offices of Usborne, East King st, South Shields 

Spence, William, Leeds. June 2 at2 at offices of Pallan, Bank eham- 


bers, Park row, Leeds 
, George, Whitby, York, Cordwainer. Jane 7 at 3 at offices 
of Dotchon, Post Office buildings, Baxtergate, Whitby 
Sturdy, ae ae York, . "yuna 6 at 11 at 
Jackson, Malton 
Taverner, Charles, Tutbury, Stafford, Draper. June 9 at 12 at offices 
of Drewry, High st, Barton-upoo-Trent 
omas, Thomas, Oystermouth, Glamorgan, fo secackn Merchant. May 31 
at 3 at offices of rote Adelaide chambers, S 
omson, Henry Turner, St John st rd, Gertenwell, Stationer. June 
6 at 3 at officesof Noon and Clarke, Blomfield st 
Torr, Walter, Sheffield, York, Tea Dealer. June 6 at 2 at offices of 
Binney and Sons, Sons, Qaeen st chambers, Sheffield 
Truemaa, Henry, Bis , Biythbargh, Suffolk, Innkeeper. June 8 at 2 at offices 
Allen, Hales 
Tuck, Whitbread le Battsbury, Essex, Grocer. June 9 at 12.30 
at the Saracen’s Head Hotel, Chelmsford. Woodard, Ingram court, 
Fenchareh st 
Turner, John Lock, Walter Morgan Nott, and Robert Strong, Cardiff, 
Glamorgan, Corn Factors. June 7 at 1 at offices of Barnard and Co, 
Albion chambers, Bristol. Osborne and Co, Bristol 
Vernon, Henry Charles, Regent st, Navy Agent. Jane 6 at 2 at offices 
of Sunepoote, Pianer’s Hall, Old Broad st 
Ward, William Hafton, Stapleford, Nottingham. mg June 6 at 12 
at offices of Leman, Britanuia chambers, Pelham st, Nottingham. 
Wallis, Newark-upon-Trent 
Waiters, Daniel, Loughor, Glamorgan, Draper. June 9 at 3 at offices 
of Brown and Collins, Worcester place, Swansea 
iligoose, Joseph, Sheffield, Cowkeepzr. June 3 at 12 at offices of 
Patteson, Qaeen st, Sheffield 
Wilson, Sophia, Halifax, York, Hatter. Jane 2 at 2 at effices of Jubb, 
Harrison rd, Halifa 


Witts, need, Bristol, China Dealer, June 3 * hen = offices of Hare, 
Exchange buildings east, Bristol. Barnard, B 

Woodington, Henry, Yate, Gloucester, Miner.’ May 7 at li at offices 
of Clifton, Corn st, Bristol 
ounger, Henry Thomas, Leather lane, Holborn, 'Cheesemonger. June 
“ene at the be Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st, Head, King Wil- 

— AGRA BANK (LIMITED). 

Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000, 
HEAD OF FICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON. 


Baancwes in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, io" Kurrachee, Agra 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 


1 | 
ane 13 at 3 





aaenamanian 
—— 





Conurxt Accouwts are kept at the Head Office on the terms cus- 
allowed when 


tomary with London bankers, and interest 
balance doesnot fall below £100. 
Derostts received for fized periods on the following terms, viz,: 
At 5 percent. per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of pect whbteswa) 
For shorter periods deposits will be recetved on terms to be agreed upon 
Brits issued at the current exchange of the day on any of the Branches 
sear Ree Good cama cinget ane approved bills purchased or sent 
Sates avy Agee y ranger aE in British and foreign securities, is 
East India Stock and loans, and ee Se 
ihre ror, and wm ny ant py an peso rn 
Every other description of bankin bestomaine money agency 
British «nd Indian, transacted, r THOMSON, Chairman. 


the credi. 





WHOLESALE AND RETAIL STATIONERS, 
192, Fleet-street, and 1 & 2, Chancery-lanoe, London, E.C. 
Carriage paid to the Country on Orders exceeding 20s. 

Daarr Papen, 5s., 6s. — 7s. 6d., 7s. a 9s. 94. per ream. 

Baier Pargr, 15s. A Mg oa 00. ane 88 s. 6d. per ream. 

Fooiscar Paver, 10s. 64., 14s. 6d., and 18s. es IF 

Cream-Laip Nors, 3s., 4s,,and bs. per rea 

GLar@et Cakam-Latp Note, 4s. 6d., 68. 64., os 8s, rh gp 

Lange Buve Nore, 3s, 6d., 4s, 6d. +, and 6s. 6d. per rea: 

ENvEtorss, Cream on Buvsz, 3s, 9d., 4s. 6d., and 6s. od. ‘per 1000, 

Tue “ Tempie’’ ENveLore, extra secure, 9a. 6d. per 1000. 

Footscar Orrictat Enve ores, ls. 9d. per 100. 

PartTripes & Coorer’s Vettum Wove Oxus-Hovse Nore, 9s. 6d. pes 
ream. Thisincomparable Paper has raised up a host of vorthines 
imitations. Purchasers are particularly requested to observe that 
each sheet bears the fac-simile water-mark, “‘PARTRIDGE & 
COOPER’S VELLUM-WOVE CLUB-HOUSE PAPER,” without 
which none is genuine. 

InpentTore Sxins, Printed and Machine-ruled, 2s. 5d. each, 28s, 
doz., 135s, per roll. 


| Seconds OR FOLLOWERS, Ruled, 24. 1d, each, 24s, per dozen, 115s, pe 


roll. 
Recogps OB MemoRIALs, 8d. each, 7s. 6d. per dozen, 


Ledgers, ‘Day Books, Cash Books, Letter or Minuto Book 
An immense stock in various bindings. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate — 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedil: 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHARE C 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS des: and executed. No charge for sketches. Com- 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Registration Fo: Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account : Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 
(Late ASH & FLINT), 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleete 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of mn, &c, 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS &¢ 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, ene tear ge: STATIONERS, 


CHANOBRY-BUILDINGS, 23, CHANCERY-LANE, 

















Every description of Printing. 
Judicature AMdavits Catalogues 
I Prospectuses 
Segustals 
ewspa 
Oireulare 


Post 
Hendbills, &e., &e 


LONDON bar 222! c7e (peplened by by authorit: or) oes fot LONDON and 
cou. ISEMENT 


No. 117, NOMANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 
direct the attention of the Profession to the advantages 
of his long experience of upwards of t + years, in the special in- 
sertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued 
support.—N.B, One copy of adversiosment only roquied, and thestrictest 
care and promptitude assured, stamped forms for advertise- 
ment and file of ‘ London Gaztte” kept, By appointment, 


AR R’S, 265, ot 5 ASD 

Dinners (from Ved sri otables &c., 1s, 64., or with Soup 

« bt 2s, and 2s, 6d re . substantial dinner off the joint, 
the agreeable 








and 
a hg oo or you may 
the Year Round, June 18, 


a ty cate 07 all late added is one of the handsomest dining-rooms in 
a ay a a Ke., 18. 6d 








